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ABSTRACT 
Perceptions of Teachers, Students, Parents, and 
Related Adults Pertaining to Successful Practices in 
Vocational Agriculture Programs in Connecticut 
David B. Hopson, B.S., University of Massachusetts 
M.Ed., University of Massachusetts 
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Professor William L. Thuemmel 
The study identified successful practices used in 
vocational agriculture programs nationwide by surveying 
FFA executive secretaries, state vocational agriculture 
consultants and teacher educators in agricultural educa¬ 
tion. The three most frequently occurring practices in 
each of twenty-two categories from Survey 1 (national) 
became the variables for Survey 2. Survey 2 asked each 
participant (present and graduated vocational agriculture 
students, their parents, vocational agriculture teachers, 
consulting committee members, administrators, and com¬ 
munity members involved in agriculture) to assign an 
importance rank and a frequency of use rank to each of the 
sixty-six variables. These variables, or practices, were 
deemed important because of the increased emphasis on 
excellence in education, and the desire for an evaluation 
system based upon the needs of program participants. 
v 
The data from Survey I were analyzed for the number 
of times a practice was identified. Survey 2 data were 
analyzed statistically resulting in a rank ordering of 
successful practices and in interpretive tables based upon 
significant differences between respondent groups. 
It was concluded that many of the practices identified and 
deemed important by program participants were not being 
used in program evaluation. These practices, used at 
either the state or local level, could improve educational 
delivery and enable programs to more closely relate to the 
needs of the community. 
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CHAPTERI 
INTRODUCTION 
Background 
There are twenty-one vocational agriculture pro¬ 
grams in the State of Connecticut currently in operation. 
The programs are based upon a core curriculum developed 
within the state by vocational agriculture teachers. 
While each program modifies this guide to suit local needs 
and facilities, it remains the basis for each program's 
general structure. Nineteen of these programs are re¬ 
gional programs, that is, they serve students from outside 
of the respective school district where the program faci¬ 
lities are located. These regional programs are funded by 
the state in two ways; capital grants for building and 
equipment purchases and operating grants for costs 
incurred in operating the program throughout the year. 
Each program is located in a particular school district 
with that district providing the framework of teacher 
evaluation, pay, hiring, tenure, and contract negotia¬ 
tions. In contrast to other vocational programs in Con¬ 
necticut, each vocational agriculture program is 
associated with a comprehensive high school. This means 
that the students who attend these programs do so on an 
1 
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elective basis, having the rest of their day spent in 
academic classes. The state provides certain guidelines 
and help in establishing and maintaining these programs in 
addition to funding them. The programs are evaluated by 
the Division of Vocational and Adult Education, Bureau of 
Vocational Services, Connecticut Department of Education, 
using guidelines and criteria specifically developed for 
vocational agriculture. In addition, there are two state 
level supervisors for the programs, one is a State Future 
Farmers of America (FFA) Executive Secretary who oversees 
FFA activities, and a State Vocational Agriculture Consul¬ 
tant who maintains liaison between the State Department of 
Education and each vocational agriculture program. 
The vocational agriculture program basically con¬ 
sists of three interrelated parts; the classroom/ labora¬ 
tory component, the supervised occupational experience 
(SOE) component, and the Future Farmers of America (FFA) 
component. Each of these parts relates to the other and, 
in total, comprise the vocational agriculture programs in 
Connecticut. During the classroom and laboratory phase of 
the program, the students learn in the same manner as do 
most school students, this in essence is the theoretical 
aspect of the program, the learning of theories, facts, 
and techniques. This information is then used in the 
school laboratory and in the student's SOE project. 
3 
Incidentally, each student is required to have at least 
some type of experience (SOE) program, either working for 
someone else or owning his or her own project; for 
example, raising animals, market gardening, and home 
improvement. The skills learned in these two categories 
are further enhanced by participation in FFA activities 
that encourage citizenship, leadership, and skill utiliza¬ 
tion. 
Vocational agriculture programs in Connecticut are 
fairly consistent in terms of curricula, teacher/student 
ratios, facilities, funding, and many other facets of 
operation because of state support—and the full utiliza¬ 
tion of the normally accepted model of vocational agricul¬ 
ture. At the same time, however, these programs vary due 
to different interpretations and uses of the curriculum 
guidelines; due to different personalities, backgrounds, 
and teaching styles of the staff members; due to different 
student interests and backgrounds; and due to different 
community resources available for each program to use. 
It is therefore quite evident that, although the 
programs are very similar, there is also room for each 
program to be tailored to specific individuals and/or 
needs. All of the vocational agriculture programs face 
similar problems in terms of decreasing student enrollment 
or of decreasing applications to the program, increasing 
4 
costs, and a national and state emphasis on increasing 
educational excellence and accountability. Effectiveness 
of vocational agriculture programs seems to vary across 
the state in terms of student enrollments, graduate job 
placement, numbers of students continuing in postsecondary 
education, and other related factors. This observation 
raises questions concerning the identification and use of 
successful practices and program evaluation criteria in 
vocational agriculture programs within the State of 
Connecticut. 
Statement of Problem 
In today's educational environment, it has become 
increasingly important to provide a high quality, ef¬ 
fective program to meet both the needs of the students and 
the agricultural/agribusiness sector of the economy as 
well as fulfilling administrative requirements and public 
fiscal responsibilities. Because of declining enrollments 
and the nationwide emphasis on excellence in education, it 
becomes necessary to be able to define the characteristics 
of an effective vocational agriculture program in order to 
justify its existence. 
Among vocational agriculture programs in Connecti¬ 
cut are different implementations of the state's curricu¬ 
lum outline, teaching strategies, and overall vocational 
5 
educational model. Within this context there are certain 
programs that appear to be highly successful; they have 
ample student enrollment, good participation in various 
activities, high graduate placement, and are perceived to 
be effective by their school administrations and com¬ 
munity. Conversely, there are also programs that appear 
less successful and are having difficulty justifying their 
very existence. Given the fiscal and administrative sup¬ 
port from the state, there must be differences within 
these programs—either good or bad—that account for the 
success or lack of success of each program. 
Agriculture itself is facing serious obstacles both 
nationally and in Connecticut. Increasing competition, 
changes in agricultural practices and technology, and a 
movement away from federal subsidies is increasing the 
need for highly skilled agricultural workers both in pro¬ 
duction agriculture and in agricultural sales and ser¬ 
vices . 
Therefore, a need exists for effective programs of 
vocational agricultural education and a need for improving 
these programs, not only in delivery of educational ser¬ 
vices but also in continually updating the curriculum to 
meet the demands of modern agriculture. These factors 
make it imperative that successful practices in agri¬ 
cultural education be identified along with criteria for 
6 
allowing these practices to be evaluated within individual 
programs. 
Purposes 
There are approximately 1,200 students currently 
being served by vocational agriculture programs in Connec¬ 
ticut. The graduates of these programs are employed in a 
wide range of agricultural occupations throughout the 
state as well as continuing their education past the 
secondary level. With the typical American family eating 
2.5 tons of food each year, it remains important to supply 
the agricultural segment of our economy with skilled 
labor.1 In order to provide skilled laborers, there must 
be training facilities and staff available. Additionally, 
these facilities must be meeting the needs of the students 
and the agricultural community. It is therefore important 
to have effective programs of vocational agricultural 
education remain viable in Connecticut. 
The major purpose of this study was to identify 
successful practices currently in use in Connecticut voca¬ 
tional agriculture programs. A secondary purpose of this 
study was to provide a framework for the evaluation of 
1United States Department of Agricuture as cited 
by Sarah Henry, ed., Agriculture Teachers Directory, 198.6 
Edition (Greensburg, PA: Chas. M. Henry Prtg. Co.), p. 65. 
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identified successful practices--to see if there are 
evaluative criteria that can be used to identify and/or 
modify current practices to help make programs more educa¬ 
tionally meaningful. 
Significance of the Study 
In the State of Connecticut, identification of 
successful practices in vocational agricultural education 
could directly affect approximately 1,200 students in 
twenty-one agriculture programs. On a national basis, 
there are approximately 500,000 students of vocational 
agriculture.2 There has been much written over the last 
several years on the state of education in the United 
States with many recommendations being made for possible 
implementation. The focus for change in many of these 
studies is on individual schools, programs, and even 
teachers. In order to make positive changes, there needs 
to be a certain amount of direction given; a set of possi¬ 
ble guidelines provided. 
If successful practices can be identified, then 
they can be used as guidelines for program improvement. 
There currently are guidelines available in terms of a 
National Future Farmers of America, 1985 Official Manual 
(Alexandria, VA: National FFA Supply Service), p. 88. 
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curriculum outline, program funding, and an administrative 
set-up; but nothing to denote how various programs become 
successful while others have difficulty in functioning. 
There are many criteria available for evaluating voca¬ 
tional agriculture programs, but the vast majority of 
these relate strictly to facilities rather than to educa¬ 
tional practices. What these criteria allow a program 
director to accomplish is a rating of the program in terms 
of facilities, administrative paperwork, basic staff 
competence, and reporting norms. This type of evaluation 
is useful in readily assessing a program in light of 
minimum standards; it insures that some of the basics for 
success are in place, but does not measure that success or 
show how to achieve success within a program. The author 
has worked in Connecticut as a vocational agriculture 
teacher and department head for six years and has seen 
programs with nearly identical facilities and communities 
that are very different in terms of success and community 
respect. The problem is in measuring or identifying the 
differences between programs. There appears to be a 
desire by many teachers to improve programs; yet a 
reluctance on the part of program administrators to share 
information on successes, failures, and evaluation 
methods. Many reasons have been given for this 
reluctance, the most frequently heard being that no pro- 
9 
gram wants to be identified as less than successful 
because that may be a reason for a local board of educa¬ 
tion to close the program. What seems to be missing is a 
willingness to upset the status quo in order to improve 
program performance which would hopefully strengthen the 
program's position within the school district. By identi¬ 
fying successful practices throughout the state without 
identifying individuals or programs and by involving not 
only the vocational agriculture staff but also administra¬ 
tors, community people, students, parents, and advisory 
committees, a list of successful practices could be 
developed that could be used by anyone in improving indi¬ 
vidual or program performance without risking program 
survival. 
Scope and Delimitations of the Study 
The sample for this study included vocational agri¬ 
culture teacher educators and state vocational agriculture 
consultants in vocational agriculture from throughout the 
United States. This yielded a group of practices, nation¬ 
wide, which are useful in making vocational agriculture 
programs successful. This information was then used to 
develop a survey which focused on which of these identi¬ 
fied practices are used in, or considered important to, 
the success of vocational agriculture programs in the 
10 
State of Connecticut. 
By limiting the final survey to Connecticut, the 
author was able to identify successful practices rather 
than successful programs because the basic format of voca¬ 
tional agriculture programs in Connecticut is nearly 
identical throughout the state. The results of the study 
are of special interest to vocational agriculture programs 
in Connecticut and should be of use to other programs of 
similar format and design. 
Definition of Terms 
Future Farmers of America (FFA). An organization for 
students enrolled in high school vocational education in 
agriculture. 
Supervised Occupational Experience Program (SOEP). A 
program by which students gain practical hands-on 
experience in agricultural production or agribusiness 
either by working for someone else, by working in a 
school laboratory, or by owning their own project or 
business. 
Vocational Education in Agriculture. A program (also 
known as Vocational Agriculture) intended to prepare high 
school students for entry level employment or for 
continued education in the field of 
agriculture/agribusiness. The program is also charged 
11 
with the responsibility to serve out-of-school youth or 
adults in the area of agriculture/agribusiness. 
Outline of Remainder of Dissertation 
In the remainder of the dissertation, the author 
intends to build upon this introduction by reviewing 
literature that impacts upon the problem in terms of 
vocational agriculture programs and their evaluation, the 
excellence movement in education, and research methodolo¬ 
gies that were appropriate for this study. The research 
methods are described in terms of how they were used to 
develop data. The instrumentation and correspondence used 
in the study are attached. The research results are 
tabulated and presented in Chapter IV. The author's 
interpretations of the research are summarized in 
Chapter V. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Literature relating to the subject of this study, 
vocational agriculture, and methodological designs con¬ 
sidered for this research are reviewed in Chapter II. By 
reviewing the literature on vocational agriculture, the 
author gained a better understanding of what had been done 
related to this study, was able to describe what trends 
and information from general education impacted upon this 
research, and avoided unnecessary repetition of previous 
work. In reviewing methodological resources, methods 
suited to this study were discovered. Literature con¬ 
cerning vocational agriculture, education, and the excel¬ 
lence movement is reviewed in the first part of Chapter 
II. Specific methodologies that apply to the study are 
dealt with in the second part of the chapter. At the end 
of the chapter, a summary of how the findings of the 
literature review impact upon the study is presented. 
12 
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Substantive Contributions 
Vocational education in agriculture has a very wide 
ranging curriculum including agricultural production, 
agricultural supplies and service, agricultural mechanics, 
agricultural products, ornamental horticulture, natural 
resources, forestry, agricultural technology, and related 
technology. The major goal of vocational education in 
agriculture is . . the development of those abilities 
necessary for proficiency in farming or in a nonfarm 
agricultural job."J 
Education in agriculture has been supported by the 
federal government for many years in the form of various 
U.S. Congressional Acts appropriating monies. In 1862, 
the Morrill Act was signed by President Lincoln to provide 
grants of land to endow, support, and maintain at least 
one college in each state ". . . where the leading object 
shall be, without excluding other scientific or classical 
studies, to teach such branches of learning as are related 
to agriculture and the mechanic arts." In 1887, the 
3 Lloyd J. Phipps, Handbook on agricultural 
education in public schools, 4th ed., (Danville,IL: The 
Interstate Printers and Publishers, 1980), p. 9. 
4C. Austin Vines and Marvin A. Anderson, eds., 
Heritage Horizons: Extension's Commitment to People 
(Madison, WI: The Journal of Extension, 1976), p. -3. 
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Hatch Act was passed which authorized the development of 
agricultural experiment stations to provide information on 
agriculture to farmers.5 The Smith-Lever Act of 1914 pro¬ 
vided for the establishment of extension programs in agri¬ 
culture and home economics throughout the nation.6 * 8 9 
Federal support for vocational education in agri¬ 
culture at the high school level began in earnest with 
passage of the the Smith-Hughes Act in 1917. This Act 
provided a grant in perpetuity to the states for the 
promotion of vocational education in agriculture, trade 
and industrial arts, and home economics. Concerning 
agricultural education, the Smith-Hughes Act provided for 
programs of agriculture in high school and provided educa- 
8 
tion for out-of-school young farmers and adult farmers. 
The Smith-Hughes Act was supplemented by the George-Reed 
Act of 1929, the George-Ellzey Act of 1934, the George- 
Q 
Deen Act of 1936, and the George-Barden Act of 1946. In 
5A History of Agricultural Education in the United 
States as quoted in Chronological Reference n_Keys,t^in 
Vocational and Technical Education (Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, November 
1967), p. 3. 
6Ibid, p. 4. 
Education for a Changing World of Work as quoted 
by U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in 
Chronological Reference Keys, p. 4. 
8Ibid, p. 6. 
9Phipps, Agricultural Education, p. 12. 
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1950, the United States Congress passed Public Law 740 
which granted the Future Farmers of America a federal 
charter.10 Congress, with the Vocational Education Act of 
1963, provided monies for vocational education and 
affected vocational agricultural education by expanding it 
to include any occupation involving knowledge and skills 
in agricultural subjects, whether or not it involved work 
on the farm.* 11 The Vocational Education Amendments of 
1968 strengthened the Vocational Education Act of 1963 and 
provided for state advisory boards and leadership develop¬ 
ment. The 1968 Amendments also set the stage for occupa¬ 
tional education. The Educational Amendments of 1972 
focused attention on using federal funds to bring about 
comprehensive coordination in occupational education. The 
Educational Amendments of 1976 reaffirmed the 1963 and 
1968 Acts and provided funds for the implementation of 
1 p 
career education. 
Within the State of Connecticut there have been a 
number of regulations from the State Board of Education 
which concern vocational education programs in agricul- 
10National FFA Organization "The FFA Organiza¬ 
tion", (Alexandria, VA: pamphlet, no publication date), 
p. 4. 
11Phipps, Agricultural Education, p. 12. 
12Calfrey C. Calhoun and Alton V. Finch, 
Vocational and Career Education: Concepts and Operatiq^s 
(Belmont,CA: Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1976),p. 403. 
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ture. Those regulations cover the essential aspects of 
vocational agriculture programs and provide an insight 
into the organization of such programs. Section 10-64-1 
of the state regulations mandates that every program has 
in operation a consulting committee which meets at least 
twice yearly to review and assist in evaluating the agri¬ 
culture program. Section 10-64-2 states that the program 
shall operate on a full-year basis to allow for occupa¬ 
tional instruction and the supervision of student occupa¬ 
tional experience programs. Additionally, staff shall be 
employed in such a manner as to ensure proper coverage for 
the twelve-month program. Concerning the program budget, 
Section 10-65-1 states that budgets shall be submitted to 
the State Department of Education before implementation in 
order to receive reimbursement. Any facilities and eguip- 
ment funded by the State of Connecticut for vocational 
agricultural education may be used only for this purpose 
as stated in Section 10-65-2. Section 10-65-3 provides 
for the upgrading and retraining of out-of-school youth 
and adults who are established or about to become estab¬ 
lished in agriculture or related occupations. Also on- 
the-job supervision shall be an integral part of the adult 
instructional program. Staffing patterns, ratios, and 
supportive staff are covered under Section 10-65-4. 
Public relations and informing students of available pro- 
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grams are the responsibility of the operating board of 
education in cooperation with the vocational agriculture 
staff under Section 10-65-5. Section 10-65-6 deals with 
admission and retention policies. Occupational experience 
is mandated for all students of agricultural education 
under Section 10-65-7 along with a minimum amount of 
scheduled class time (320 minutes/week). Section 10-65-8 
states that the Future Farmers of America is an integral 
part of the vocational agriculture program. These regula¬ 
tions are authorized by Section 10-66 of the Connecticut 
General Statutes.13 
The question may remain—what is vocational agri¬ 
culture? It has been stated that it is a program that 
prepares students for employment in occupations that re¬ 
quire some knowledge of agriculture. These occupations 
comprise 20 to 30% of all jobs in the United States, 
although only 3% of all jobs are what most people consider 
"farming".14 The vocational agriculture program consists 
of occupational experience, Future Farmers of America 
activities, and classroom/laboratory instruction. These 
13Connecticut State Board of Education, 
"Regulations of State Board of Education Concerning 
Operating Vocational Agriculture Programs Effective 
August 21, 1978" 
14William E. Hopke, ed., The Encyclopedia of 
Careers and Vocational Guidance (Chicago: J. G.Ferguson 
Publishing Company, 1981), pp. 271-275. 
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components work together to comprise vocational education 
in agriculture, but what are they? 
Supervised Occupational Experience (SOE) programs 
. . . consist of all the practical agriculture 
activities of educational value conducted by pu¬ 
pils outside of class for which systematic 
instruction and supervision are provided by their 
teachers, parents, employers, or others. 5 
In many programs in Connecticut, SOE programs consist of 
one or more of the following activities: ownership pro¬ 
jects, work placement, improvement projects, or school 
laboratory projects. Each student is generally required 
to keep accurate and up-to-date records related to his or 
her SOE project which includes hours worked, money earned 
and spent, skills learned or to be learned, and comments 
from employers, parents, and agriculture teachers. A 
general consensus within Connecticut is that first year 
vocational agriculture students should have a minimum of 
100 hours invested into a SOE project and all other high 
school vocational agriculture students should have at 
least 300 hours of SOE time. 
The Future Farmers of America (FFA) is part of 
vocational agricultural education, it being the organiza¬ 
tion for students preparing for careers in the industry of 
agriculture. FFA activities and award programs complement 
instruction by allowing students to gain practical 
l^phipps, Agricultural Education, p. 185. 
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experience in the application of skills and knowledge 
gained in classes. A major emphasis of the FFA is the 
development of leadership skills and abilities.16 
These two components work in conjunction with 
information acquisition from the classroom and hands-on 
demonstrations and practices from the school laboratory to 
prepare students to go on to higher education in agricul¬ 
ture or to become gainfully employed in an agricultural 
occupation. This integration of in-school and out-of¬ 
school activities generally involves the agricultural 
teachers in the community and family more so than the 
average academic teacher. This involvement, coupled with 
input from a consulting committee and local employers, 
should result in a program which meets the needs of the 
community and students and one which is highly successful 
in educating students. 
In theory, this community/parent/school involvement 
should insure that every program is successful? however, 
in reality, this is not the case. Some programs are 
immensely successful while others are just able to stay 
afloat. What are some possible reasons for this discre¬ 
pancy? Dewey W. Stewart, President of NASAE (National 
Association of Supervisors in Agricultural Education), 
16National FFA Organization, "What is FFA", 
(Alexandria, VA: n.p.). 
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whites that collaboration must be constantly occurring 
between business, industry, the community, and education. 
Areas he sees as having considerable potential for 
increased collaboration and program improvement are 
curriculum development, cooperative education, evaluation 
and development of quality instructional processes, con¬ 
frontation of issues and development of solutions to pro¬ 
blems and/or opportunities of common concern, provision of 
a structure to secure supporting resources, and promotion 
of a positive attitude and image of Agricultural 
Education.17 Floyd G. McCormick, Vice President, Agri¬ 
cultural Education Division, AVA (American Vocational 
Association), expounds upon this by stating that a quality 
program of excellence equals a successful teacher and 
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community involvement and support. 
The question that arises is what determines, as 
McCormick states, a quality program of excellence? This 
brings in the problem of program evaluation and the cri¬ 
teria by which to evaluate vocational agriculture pro¬ 
grams. Program evaluation/assessment covers a wide range 
of activities and is conducted for many different reasons. 
At the minimum, there is the legal requirement in some 
states for programs of vocational agricultural education 
17Henry, Agriculture Teachers Directory, p. 14. 
18 Ibid, p. 66. 
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to be evaluated on a routine basis. In Connecticut, these 
evaluations take place every five years when the local 
school system is evaluated. At that time, people from 
outside the school district are brought in and complete an 
evaluation using criteria listed in the vocational agri¬ 
cultural department guidelines. While this is a useful 
activity in that it focuses attention on particularly weak 
areas, it has been the author's experience that the 
outside people have little time to delve into the problems 
and successes of an individual program and in fact are 
often not familiar enough with such programs to do a 
highly effective job. 
Calhoun and Finch summarize evaluation "as a sys¬ 
tematic process of obtaining information for judging the 
effectiveness of vocational programs in relation to 
acceptable criteria or objectives."19 They go on to say 
that evaluation must take place within a certain frame¬ 
work, in other words, with a particular frame of 
reference. Also, evaluation should be "continuous and 
cumulative" as well as "comprehensive and conclusive" with 
2 0 
an aim towards encouraging and promoting improvement. 
19Calhoun and Finch, pp. 42-53. 
20 Ibid., p. 404. 
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Drawbaugh and Hull add two more criteria to what an 
evaluation should do; one is that economic factors should 
be considered, the other is that an evaluation should look 
at not only what has been done but also at what has not 
been done. They also break evaluation into two distinct 
types: that of formulative evaluation, where one is 
interested in increasing the efficiency of the program 
without questioning existing objectives; and that of sum- 
mative evaluation, or looking at goals and outcomes in 
light of alternative programs.22 
Many authors cite a host of reasons for performing 
evaluations—Calhoun and Finch for improving programs by 
evaluating innovations,23 Drawbaugh and Hull for measuring 
and evaluating learning, Sergiovanni and Starratt for 
providing information on the most effective means of 
reaching an objective,24 and almost every textbook gives 
at least one model for evaluating programs. From these 
authors it becomes apparent that evaluation, if not essen- 
21Charles C. Drawbaugh and William L. Hull, Agri¬ 
cultural Education: Approaches to Learning and Teaching 
(Columbus, OH! Charles E. Merrill Publishing Company, 
1971), p. 197. 
22Ibid., p. 200. 
23Calhoun and Finch, p. 406-408. 
24Thomas J. Sergiovanni and Robert J. Starratt, 
Supervision. Human Perspectives (New York: McGraw-Hill 
Book Company, 1983), p. 262. 
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tial, is at least helpful in proving the worth and useful¬ 
ness of the program in addition to improving particular 
aspects of the program. There is even mention in Calhoun 
and Finch of "self-assessment" and some reasons given for 
using this method over that of outside evaluators.* 2^ 
The author feels the best reasons for evaluation 
are given by Phipps. According to Phipps, programs are 
always under evaluation--by the administration, other 
staff members, students, the community, the advisory 
board, the state staff, and anyone else who comes in 
contact with the program. Because this type of evaluation 
is informal and everyone has their own set of evaluation 
criteria, it puts the program and teacher in the awkward 
position of trying to please everyone while pleasing no 
one. Phipps writes that routine, systematic evaluations 
keep the teacher alert and working for program improvement 
while at the same time: (1) finding out the strengths and 
weaknesses of the program, (2) helping the teacher to 
evaluate the effectiveness of his/her activities, and (3) 
determining ways and means of improving the program. 
Evaluations also provide a means to focus attention on the 
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program as a whole and its stated objectives. 
25Calhoun and Finch, p. 203-204. 
2 6Lloyd J. Phipps, Handbook on Agricultural 
Education in Public Schools, 4th ed. (Danville, IL: The 
Interstate Printers and Publishers, 1980), p. 541. 
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Larry Case, Senior Program Specialist for Agricul¬ 
ture Education, United States Department of Education, 
addressed the need for excellence in agricultural educa¬ 
tion in terms of meeting the requirements of students and 
the community by providing relevant information in a 
timely and useful fashion that can be used in efficient 
program management. Evaluation in this situation builds 
upon that of Phipps in terms of contemporary problems 
faced by agricultural education. Case lists several ques¬ 
tions and issues that need to be faced by agricultural 
education and writes that a national study will be under¬ 
taken by The Board on Agriculture of the National Research 
Council of the National Academy of Sciences to help create 
a blueprint for future programs.27 
Additionally, McCaslin noted that the Carl D. Per¬ 
kins Vocational Education Act indicates that program 
evaluation should look at: (1) the occupations to be 
trained for, (2) the levels or skills to be achieved for 
each occupation, and (3) the basic employment competencies 
to be achieved. McCaslin also stated that evaluation is a 
necessary step to improve the quality of our educational 
27Larry D. Case, "Agricultural Education: 
Striving for Excellence," Agricultural Education Magazine 
58 (January 1986): pp. 10-12. 
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programs.28 Miller supported this idea of program and 
teacher improvement by saying that: 
Evaluation should not be done solely to comply 
with federal, state or accreditation reguests. We 
should seriously self-evaluate to seek to improve 
our own teaching and program. We must then be 
flexible enough to use the knowledge produced, 
even if it is not what we wanted to hear, to 
better serve students in vocational agriculture. 
It therefore appears that evaluation needs to be 
done for a wide range of reasons. Educators need to 
evaluate programs in order to comply with various local, 
state, and federal regulations, including teacher and 
program assessment within the local schools. Additional¬ 
ly, programs should be evaluated for reasons of public 
relations and in order to meet the needs of both the 
students and the community. Perhaps the most overwhelming 
reason to conduct evaluations of any type is to continu¬ 
ously monitor how programs are progressing so that those 
aspects of a program which need improvement or updating 
can be modified. Program staff should not be content in 
assuming program success. They should know the strengths 
and weaknesses within their program through a process of 
evaluation and by striving to improve those 
28n. l. McCaslin, "Considerations for Improving 
Local Program Evaluation," Agricultural Education Magazine 
58 (August 1985), pp. 4-7. 
29Larry E. Miller, "Documenting Performance," 
Agricultural Education Magazine 58 (August 1985), p. 3. 
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areas of weakness. By continuously evaluating and moni¬ 
toring educational programs, and using the results to 
improve these programs, vocational agriculture education 
can meet the increasing expectations of its client groups. 
While the need for evaluation is clearly evident, 
the instrument, methods, and criteria are unclear. 
Evaluation methodologies can be defined as diagnostic, 
formative, and summative. Within each category the 
evaluation can be performed by a number of different 
people or groups. Some commonly named groups are the 
advisory committee, school administration, state staff, 
outside accreditation groups, and evaluation done within 
the program or self evaluation. When reviewing evalua¬ 
tion criteria for vocational agriculture programs from a 
variety of sources, it seems like a never ending maze of 
ideas. However, a number of writers have suggested dif¬ 
ferent ways of categorizing evaluation criteria. Several 
of these will be presented briefly for comparison. 
McCaslin noted that evaluation should be based upon 
the thirteen characteristics of effective schools as 
identified by Purkey and Smith in 1982. These charac¬ 
teristics are: 
1. School site management 
2. Leadership 
3. Staff stability 
4. Curriculum articulation and organization 
5. Staff development 
6. Parental involvement and support 
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7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
account 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
Schoolwide recognition of academic success 
Maximized learning time 
District support 
Collaborative planning and collegial relationship 
Sense of community 
Commonly shared, clear goals and high expectations 
Order and discipline30 
Calhoun and Finch write that evaluation should take 
of the following areas: 
Individual student growth 
Program operations 
Society and the economy 
Credibility 
Costs 
Time considerations 
Installation considerations 
Organizational change 
Personnel needs 
Space requirements 
Equipment requirements 
Evaluation of teachers31 
Although Calhoun and Finch are primarily concerned in this 
case with the evaluation of innovations, the areas make 
sense for an overall program evaluation. 
Phipps ties the breakdown of evaluation areas 
directly to vocational agriculture by focusing on specific 
areas of this type of program. His areas are: 
1. Facilities and equipment 
2. Teacher: professional training, tenure, experience, 
professional interests, and activities 
3. Teaching procedures 
30McCaslin, p. 4, citing S.C. Purkey and M.S. 
Smith, "Too Soon to Cheer? Synthesis of Research on Ef 
fective Schools," Educational Leadership 40, No. 3 
(1982): 64-69 
31Calhoun and Finch, pp. 406-408. 
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4. Courses for adults 
5. Courses for young fanners and other young adults 
in agriculture 
6. Courses for high school students 
7. The advisory council 
8. Departmental records 
9. Clerical assistance 
10. Travel expenses 
11. The written program of work 
12. The summer program 
13. The FFA program of work 
14. Community activities of teachers 
15. Costs32 
These areas may not currently apply to all high 
school vocational agriculture programs, but are, according 
to Phipps, an excellent guide to use in evaluation. 
Current guidelines for evaluating vocational agri¬ 
culture programs in the State of Connecticut include cri¬ 
teria in the following areas: 
1. Instructional program 
2. Supervised occupational experience/on-site 
instruction 
3. Leadership development 
4. Student recruitment, enrollment, and counseling 
5. Public relations 
6. Facilities and equipment 
7. Staffing 
8. Administration 
9. Evaluation33 
The above guidelines are included in the Connecticut state 
standards package. 
Probably the best known criteria for vocational 
32Phipps, pp. 542-543 
3Connecticut State Department of Education, Stan¬ 
dards Common to all Programs of Vocational Agriculture 
Education in Connecticut (July 1983), pp. 1-27. 
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agriculture are those developed nationally in a report 
entitled "Standards for Quality Programs in Vocational 
Agriculture/Agribusiness Education". These criteria or 
standards are broken down into the following categories: 
1. Instructional program 
2. Supervised occupational experience 
3. Leadership development 
4. Student recruitment, enrollment, and counseling 
5. Public relations 
6. Facilities and equipment 
7. Staffing 
8. Administration and supervision 
9. Finance 
10. Placement 
11. Evaluation 
12. Adult education in agriculture/agribusiness34 
It is easy to see the many similarities between 
these methods of segregating evaluative criteria. After 
close observation it can be seen that, although there is 
considerable overlapping in the topic areas, there are 
also some areas that do not neatly dovetail together 
across the various models. In previous research, the 
author, in an attempt to consolidate an effective set of 
evaluative criteria, compared the various models and lists 
of criteria which were available. That study resulted in 
a list of 262 evaluative criteria for vocational 
agriculture. 
The criteria selected in this previous research 
3Standards for Quality Programs in Vocational 
Agriculture/Agribusiness (Ames, IA:IowaState 
University, 1977), pp. 1-6. 
30 
were of limited use in evaluating a vocational agriculture 
program because they failed to adequately give program 
staff ideas on how to improve instructional delivery. The 
writer acknowledges that if these criteria are not met the 
program will not be successful; however, he would also 
argue that these criteria can be met and still leave the 
program in need of improvement. The criteria selected are 
not much different from those used by the State of Connec¬ 
ticut in evaluating all vocational education programs. By 
and large there is more detail in the selected criteria, 
and more areas to evaluate, but the theme remains the 
same; namely, simple, easily, and quickly completed check¬ 
off lists. The author believes that this type of evalua¬ 
tion can serve a purpose--it establishes a certain level 
of staff competence, building and equipment safety, 
reporting norms, and enables staff members and the state 
to readily assess a program in light of minimum standards. 
This is the type of evaluation that should be done on a 
routine basis so that the often overlooked, basic stan¬ 
dards in an educational program are constantly maintained. 
The author sees a need for an additional evaluation 
that would do at least two things: (a) measure how well a 
program actually performs in meeting the needs of the 
students, the school, and the community; and (b) esta¬ 
blish statewide quality goals and levels of performance. 
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At the present time, the vo-ag department heads in Connec¬ 
ticut meet approximately once a month to discuss upcoming 
events and to meet with the State Consultant for Voca¬ 
tional Agriculture. The department heads have often dis¬ 
cussed program evaluation, but no one seems to know how 
well other programs are meeting certain standards. As an 
example, one standard is that all students belong to the 
FFA, yet only a handful of chapters ever receive a "100 
percent plus"-33 membership award. Several questions arise 
from this including what is the average membership percen¬ 
tage, how does the author's chapter compare, and what is 
happening in those chapters having greater than 100 per¬ 
cent membership; in other words, do they have successful 
strategies that should be shared throughout the state? 
There are of course problems inherent in ap¬ 
proaching evaluation with specific programs being named 
and evaluated quantitatively. If the author's program 
comes in last does that enable the local school board to 
cut program funding, reduce staff, or to eliminate the 
program completely? Or does the evaluation encourage the 
administration to improve the program? Additionally this 
35An FFA chapter can receive a "100 percent plus" 
membership award by having all currently enrolled students 
belong to the FFA and by having graduated students be dues 
paying members. An individual can remain an FFA member 
until he or she is 21 years old. 
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type of evaluation would entail a much more involved data 
collection mechanism, new evaluative standards, and a 
general willingness to share information and ideas as well 
as overcoming the stigma attached to program evaluation. 
However, an evaluation that gave each program and staff 
member solid goals to aim for—and that pinpointed ef¬ 
fective programs, policies, or technigues—could lead to 
improvement throughout the program, thereby making it more 
effective in meeting its mandated goals. 
What needs to be done to make this a reality? 
Someone needs to look at evaluation methods, goals, rea¬ 
sons, and needs. Each of these areas needs to be explored 
to develop solutions and ideas to answer the guestions of 
critics within the very programs being evaluated. Then 
some type of evaluative standards need to be developed 
dealing with those additional aspects of a program that 
are viewed as being beneficial to a program's success. 
Questions may arise as to the need for vocational 
agriculture to develop a more comprehensive evaluation 
program which would deal with effective educational prac¬ 
tices. Current evaluations are complicated and time- 
consuming because they are done so infreguently that as 
the time for evaluation approaches, the entire department 
has to work overtime to meet the minimal requirements. 
The information gained from this type of evaluation 
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becomes less meaningful because it is completed rapidly 
over such a short period of time. If the program staff 
evaluated their programs every six months to a year, then 
they might have a better overview of their programs, while 
at the same time preparing for the five-year certification 
evaluation. 
The usefulness of the evaluation is also tied to 
the type of data generated in completing the evaluation. 
In this respect, critics have a valid argument that under 
the current evaluation guidelines there is a minimum 
amount of useful data generated. In order to generate 
useful information, the vocational agriculture teachers 
must decide on what additional criteria or practices 
should be looked at in evaluating programs. It is the 
author's hope that any evaluation would be used for 
program improvement. That evaluation would identify the 
strengths and weaknesses of a program so the strengths 
could be built upon and the weak areas corrected. 
Educational programs exist for many reasons, the 
most important being the education of the participants. 
If this obvious statement is correct, then why are the 
participants not included in the evaluative process? The 
author would agree with the many people who say that 
student achievement by itself is not a true measure of the 
worth of an educational program. However, this does not 
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mean that effective follow-up studies of program partici¬ 
pants should not be used in helping to assess a program. 
These studies could cover the types of jobs former stu¬ 
dents have, the positions they hold, and, as important, 
the opinions these people have regarding the education 
they have received. In Connecticut, each vocational agri¬ 
culture program roughly follows the same curriculum 
guidelines. It would therefore be expected that students 
from any program would have some basic skills in common. 
This is at least one of the presumptions behind the idea 
of the FFA skill contests. With these skills in mind, it 
should be possible to develop a competency test for basic 
agricultural skills. The results of such a test could be 
used to help a particular program improve the teaching of 
these skills. 
There may be a wide range of additional areas of 
evaluation that are not being used currently. In many 
cases it is simply a matter of developing appropriate 
criteria, establishing performance standards, or breaking 
out of the traditional evaluative constraints. Some of 
the author's ideas on this subject are: (1) the per¬ 
centage of members "actively" participating in the FFA, 
(2) the quality, scope, and size of students' supervised 
occupational experience projects, (3) the care, concern, 
and enthusiasm displayed by the students for the program, 
35 
and (4) the interaction between the vocational program and 
the surrounding communities. 
As stated earlier, evaluations presently measure 
program potential but the author believes that evaluations 
should also measure program performance. Phipps wrote of 
the need for evaluation to be done using agreed upon 
criteria to avoid the unfair, and perhaps biased, observa¬ 
tions of people who interact with the program in various 
situations. The author would go one step further and 
stress the need to provide evidence that the vocational 
agriculture programs are providing an excellent education 
to the students and fulfilling a needed role in the school 
and community. In today's educational environment with 
decreasing student enrollments, increasing costs, and a 
desire for excellence, it is essential that programs 
demonstrate a willingness to change and improve. State 
competency testing, new evaluation methods, and pressures 
for accountability demonstrate the need for having an 
effective evaluation process in place and functioning. 
If vocational agriculture is to remain an effective 
educational system, vocational agriculture teachers need 
to develop an effective evaluation system for program 
self-improvement. Without action on the part of these 
teachers, the initiative for evaluation may pass to other 
people with less knowledge and concern for vocational 
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agriculture. The end result of this inaction may be a 
group of vocational agriculture teachers trying to defend 
themselves from the implementation of a poorly designed or 
implemented evaluative instrument. 
Given this need to develop an effective evaluation 
instrument and a general lack of information concerning 
appropriate and successful practices in vocational agri¬ 
culture, the need remains to identify those practices that 
help make programs successful. Over the last several 
years, there has been much emphasis placed upon excellence 
in education. Reports such as Action for Excellence: A 
Comprehensive Plan to Improve Our Nations Schools, Making 
the Grade, A Nation At Risk, The Paideia Proposal, A Place 
Called SchopI: Prospects for the Future, and A Study of 
High Schools have focused attention on the need for school 
improvement and have offered plans of action to improve 
educational delivery. A review of several of these 
reports gives some indications on where vocational agri¬ 
culture should go and provides guidelines from which voca¬ 
tional agriculture can be measured. In turn, some of the 
recommended practices from these reports are already 
implemented in some vocational agriculture programs which 
provide an opportunity to validate certain proposed 
actions. 
What is "educational excellence"? In A Nation At 
37 
it is defined to mean several related things. 
At the level of the individual learner, it means 
performing on the boundary of individual ability in 
ways that test and push back personal limits, in 
school and in the workplace. Excellence characterizes 
a school or college that sets high expectations and 
goals for all learners, then tries in every way possi¬ 
ble to help students reach them. Excellence char¬ 
acterizes a society that has adopted these policies 
for it will then be prepared through the education and 
skill of its people to respond to the challenges of a 
rapidly changing world. 6 
In looking at how schools are presently functioning, the 
National Commission on Excellence in Education notes a 
decline in educational performance. Their findings stress 
the importance of four "aspects of the educational pro- 
cess: content, expectations, time, and teaching." The 
Commission stresses the importance of the "New Basics"; 
mathematics, English, science, social studies, and compu¬ 
ter science, but also leaves room for other subjects 
including vocational education.38 A Place Called School 
3 9 
calls for a comprehensive set of goals for schools, 
while the A Study of High Schools suggests "a shorter, 
36The National Commission on Excellance in 
Education, A Nation At Risk: The Imperative_for 
Educational Reform (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office^, 1983), p. 12. 
37Ibid, p. 18. 38Ibid, pp. 25-26. 
3 9 John I. Goodlad, A Place Called School.: 
Prospects for the Future (New York: McGraw Hill, 198 ), 
pp. 325-326. 
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simpler, better-defined list of goals."40 a Nation At 
Rlsk seems to focus on the amount of time devoted to 
school and instruction, calling for a longer school day or 
a lengthened school year.41 America's Competitive 
Challenge, A Nation At Risk, Academic Preparation for 
College, and Making the Grade suggest specific core curri¬ 
cula to be fulfilled in order to graduate from high 
school, while A Place Called School recommends a balance 
between the school and individual student curriculum.42 
Concerning students, The Paideia Proposal states that 
student behavior is a key to learning and that "students 
must be required to behave in class and in school in a 
manner that is conducive to learning"43 States and school 
systems need to establish "firm, explicit, and demanding 
requirements concerning discipline, attendance, homework, 
grades, and other essentials of effective schooling."44 
40Theodore R. Sizer, A Study of High Schools 
(Boston: Houghton-Mifflin Company, 1984), p. 682. 
41Commission on Excellence, A Nation At Risfr, 
pp. 29-30. 
42Goodlad, A Place Called School, p. 283. 
43Mortimer J. Adler, The Paideia Proposal: An 
Educational Manifesto (New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., 
1982), p. 55. 
44Education Commission of the States, Action for 
Excellence: A Comprehensive Plan to Improve Our Natign'.s 
Schools (Denver, CO: Education Commision of the States, 
1983), p. 10. 
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Goodlad points out that "studies and statistics on absen¬ 
teeism, truancy, and interpersonal tensions—sometimes 
leading to violence—raise serious questions about the 
appropriateness of schools",45 while Sizer notes that 
learning opportunities should give incentives for students 
to use their out-of-school opportunities to learn.46 In A 
Study of High Schools it has been noted that while most 
high school students hold jobs during their time in 
school, this experience is not used constructively in 
their educations.47 Americans Competitive Challenge 
stresses the growing need for adult education and 
retraining, the gathering of information on present and 
anticipated job vacancies, and for industry and education 
to work together.48 Many of the reports cite the need for 
improving the teaching environment, additional teaching 
incentives, and a renewed emphasis on the importance of 
the teacher. The public should "express a new and higher 
4 9 
regard for teachers and for the profession of teaching." 
45Goodlad, A Place Called School, p. 321. 
46Sizer, A Study of High Schools, 543. 
47Ibid, pp. 478-489. 
48The Business-Higher Education Forum, America's 
Competitive Challenge: The Need for a National Respons_g 
(Washington, D.c/i Business-Higher Education Forum, 1983) 
p. 37. 
49Education Commission, Action for Excellence, 
40 
and Butler state that five precepts about Ameri¬ 
can education form the underpinnings for these reports. 
The first precept is that education is correlated with 
economic and social development, the second is that quali¬ 
ty education is a universal right and is a lifelong pro¬ 
cess. The third precept is that public schools will 
remain the mainstay of our educational society, while 
quality teachers and teaching are basic to improved 
learning is the fourth precept. The final precept is that 
schools must increase accountability and leadership.50 
This then is what the recommendations on improving 
educational excellence are. The question now is what has 
been done with these recommendations and how can they be 
implemented? To a degree, vocational agriculture has 
already implemented many of these practices. Coordination 
with the parents and community, using work experience to 
help educate students, setting mutually agreed upon stu¬ 
dent goals, and extending the teaching contract are sev¬ 
eral practices that come to mind. How these have been 
implemented across different programs and the differing 
perceptions towards their usefulness are questions that 
need to be answered. 
5 0J. Lynn Griesemer and Cornelius Butler, 
Education Under Study: An Analysis of Recent Ma~]or Reports 
on Education (Chelmsford, MA; Northeast Regional Exchange, 
1983), p. 4. 
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Raywid, Tesconi, and Warren state that schools must 
be "user friendly;" that the school environment be marked 
by efficacy and collegiality. Organizational environment 
can encourage or subvert the movement towards excellence 
in education, excellence cannot be imposed on people or 
systems, no " . . . curricula, or teaching technologies, 
or testing requirements .... can make classrooms 
teacher-proof, 'kid-proof', or otherwise immune to the 
vagaries of a people process."51 These authors point out 
that "educational excellence demands challenge, sets high 
expectations, invigorates, assesses performance, and holds 
individuals accountable."52 
Different researchers have developed various sets 
of criteria that they feel are essential components of 
school improvement. Lezotte and Bancroft claim that 
schools which have adopted reform programs based upon ef¬ 
fective school research have several things in common. 
These efforts are focused on a single school as the unit 
for improvement and use a building—based improvement team 
of teachers and administrators. Additionally, these pro¬ 
grams have a longer term orientation, efforts are or¬ 
ganized around the concept of the effective school as 
51Mary Anne Raywid, Charles A. Tesconi, Jr., and 
Donald R. Warren, "Schools of Excellence for All the 
People," Education Digest 50 (May 1985), p. 3. 
52Ibid. 
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reflected in research, and the schools involved have 
accepted a set of basic premises and assumptions. Their 
five premises/assumptions are: (l) The school's primary 
purpose is teaching and learning, (2) student outcomes are 
the basis for assessing school effectiveness, (3) the way 
in which schools assess student outcomes represents the 
educational outcomes the school cares most about, 
(4) effective schools show both quality and equity in 
program outcomes, and (5) the school improvement effort 
must be designed to accrue benefits to all students to 
achieve quality and equity.53 
Saphier and King suggest that, in order to create 
an effective school, there has to be nurturing and 
building on the cultural norms that contribute to growth. 
They have identified twelve of these norms: (1) col- 
legiality, (2) experimentation, (3) high expectations, 
(4) trust and confidence, (5) tangible support, 
(6) reaching out to knowledge bases, (7) appreciation and 
recognition, (8) caring, celebration, and humor, (9) in¬ 
volvement in decision making, (10) protection of what's 
53Lawrence W. Lezotte and Beverly A. Bancroft, 
"Growing Use of the Effective Schools Model for School 
Improvement", Educational Leadership 42 (March 1985) , 
26-27. 
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important (11) traditions, and (12) honest, open communi¬ 
cation. 54 
Maureen McCormack-Larkin, an officer of the 
National Council for Effective Schools, outlines only six 
essential elements of effective schools. They are 
(1) School Climate, (2) Curriculum, (3) Instruction, 
(4) Coordination of Supportive Services, (5) Evaluation, 
and (6) Parent and Community Support.55 
Finn has nine commandments for improving school 
effectiveness: (1) recognize the school as the key unit in 
education, (2) rigorous educational standards need to be 
set for entire states and communities, (3) standards 
should emphasize broad goals and essential outcomes, 
(4) schools should be encouraged to be different, 
(5) selection and deployment of staff should be a school- 
level responsibility, (6) teachers must be treated as 
individuals, (7) budgetary authority must devolve to the 
school level, (8) state and federal policy should avoid 
inhibiting school level governance in the areas of 
teaching, learning, and internal organization, and 
(9) school effectiveness is a dynamic, cyclical process 
54Jon Saphier and Matthew King, "Good Seeds Grow 
in Strong Cultures", Educational Leadership 42 (March 
1985), p. 67. 
55Maureen McCormack-Larkin, "Ingredients of a 
Successful School Effectivenss Project", Educational 
Leadership 42 (March 1985), p. 32. 
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that occurs over a long period of time.~^ 
While many of these lists contain nearly identical 
items, it is difficult to determine which set of rules is 
the best or to consolidate the various works into one 
usable set of guidelines. It might be said that indivi¬ 
dual schools or programs need to have a positive climate 
for improvement in order to effect any positive, long 
lasting, and effective change. 
In the campaign for educational excellence, the 
schools must remember those students of less than high 
intelligence. Raywid, Tesconi, and Warren caution that 
"educational excellence that is exclusionary by design 
c n 
promises to increase and ignite social dynamite."3 They 
also caution that if we "fail to insure that the excel¬ 
lence movement reaches every student, the current calls 
for school reform may do nothing more that widen the gulf 
between the educational haves and have-nots, leaving those 
who lack adequate training increasingly less able to 
C Q 
manage in an increasingly complicated world." Much of 
the basis for the excellence movement has been a view that 
56Chester E. Finn, Jr., "Nine Commandments for 
School Effectiveness," Education Digest 50 (January 1985), 
pp. 9-12. 
57Raywid, Tesconi, and Warren, "Schools of 
Excellence", p. 3. 
58 Ibid, p. 5. 
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present educational methods have failed the American 
public. While many reports cite the decline in testing 
scores, few look at the successes in education. Hodgkin- 
son disputes some of these pessimistic reports by com¬ 
paring today's students to those of previous times. 
Hodgkinson writes that in 1950 only half of White students 
and a quarter of Black students graduated from high school 
whereas today, 85 percent of Whites and 75 percent of 
Blacks complete high school. He points out that the 
"lower half" is now a responsibility of public schools and 
yet looking at a comparison of Indiana high school stu¬ 
dents from 1944 and 1976 shows that scores are slightly 
better in 1976, even with a much broader segment of stu¬ 
dents being tested. Hodgkinson also points out that 
achievement tests in the areas of American history, 
biology, and algebra have shown no consistent pattern of 
decline even though a more diverse group is now taking the 
tests.59 
Hacker comments upon the reports calling for 
changes in educational processes by looking at the items 
left out of the research. He explains that, although the 
reports are highly critical of teachers, they make only a 
passing reference to who our teachers are or 
59Harold Hodgkinson, "What's Right with Educa¬ 
tion." Education Diqest 51 (November 1985), pp. 170-175. 
why they become teachers. Furthermore, the reports recom- 
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mend across-the-board pay raises to attract better 
teachers, yet don't pursue the matter. Hacker also blames 
the members of these committees for trying to differen¬ 
tiate themselves from the students currently in school. 
He writes that most of the members of these commissions 
are in their forties or older and although they say they 
went through a more rigorous academic regimen than today's 
students, the country has "fallen behind" in various 
fields when they, the committee members, were in presiding 
positions. Hacker also writes that there are "... few 
signs that adults who studied calculus or physics at 
school can claim the 'scientific literacy' they now wish 
instilled in youngsters."60 
Goodlad, in A Place Called School, points out that 
education hasn't changed since it moved indoors, and young 
people can't see the purpose in what they learn or how 
material is presented.61 Berman criticizes A Nation at 
Risk because its recommendations do not take into account 
lifelong learning or the differences between inner and 
outer-directed education. He recommends three goals be 
kept in mind when thinking about lifelong learning: 
60Andrew Hacker, "Have the Schools Flunked Out," 
The Education Digest 51 (Novemeber 1985) p. 188. 
61Goodlad, A Place Called School 
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(1) development of meaning-making and thinking skills, 
thinking skills, (2) development of self-concept and self¬ 
esteem, and (3) futuristic thinking and planning.62 
Hacker and Berman criticize the call for mandatory courses 
because they may not meet the needs of the disadvantaged, 
and may result in an increase in the number of students 
dropping out of the education. Hacker explains that, 
while the reports criticize students and teachers, they do 
not hold parents responsible for their children's poor 
performance, which amounts to an admission that parents 
have little influence over their own offspring.63 
This is not to say that parents and society do not 
care about children's education. Articles in daily papers 
and weekly newsmagazines still focus on educational 
improvement. In U.S. News & World Report, it was reported 
that since A Nation At Risk had been published all but one 
state had raised teacher salaries, 35 states had begun 
developing plans for teaching career incentives, and 31 
64 
states had raised high school graduation requirements. 
In USA Today, Roth states that the public is supportive of 
62Louise M. Berman, "Children, Lifelong Learning, 
and a Learning Society," The Education Digest 50 (May 
1985) pp. 18-19. 
63Hacker, "Have the Schools Flunked Out?" p. 189. 
64David Gardner, "America's School System Still 
'At Risk'," U.S. News & World Report (May 5, 1986), p. 64. 
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public education and that he feels we need to "erase the 
'blackboard jungles' that too many of our schools have 
become and to reduce the number of students for whom each 
teacher is responsible".65 The 16th Annual Gallup Poll on 
the Public's Attitudes Toward the Public Schools showed 
that in general the public supports paying more taxes to 
support education, believes that public education is more 
important to national strength than either industrial 
might or military power, and is generally more favorably 
disposed towards the public schools. The public's number 
one concern in education is the lack of discipline66 
whereas the teacher's number one concern is lack of 
parental support. 
It appears that the schools have the support, the 
research, and some suggestions and recommendations to help 
them continue the school improvement process. Some of 
this information has been tested, some has not. Which 
65John K. Roth, "Excellence in Education and 
America's Place in the World," USA Today (March 1984) 
p. 25. 
66George H. Gallup, "The 16th Annual Gallup Poll 
of the Public's Attitudes Toward The Public School," Phi 
Delta Kappan (September 1984) pp. 23-38. 
67Idem, "The Gallup Poll Of Teachers' Attitudes 
Toward the Public Schools," Phi Delta Kappan (October 
1984) pp. 97-107. 
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aspects of the excellence movement to use in particular 
programs, schools, districts, or states remains to be 
identified and reviewed by individual systems. 
Methodological Contributions 
In determining which research methodology to use, 
one must look at a number of factors including the infor¬ 
mation to be gathered, time and finances available, popu¬ 
lation to be sampled, and the results to be obtained. A 
°f the major types of educational research narrows 
the choice of methodologies. In general, research can be 
broken down into the quantitative versus the qualitative 
fields; or, by purpose, into descriptive research or the 
exploration of relationships between variables. This is 
not to say that any research problem cannot overlap 
between the two areas. Descriptive research tries to 
characterize a given sample of people or objects on one or 
more variables. Research for relationships tries to cor¬ 
relate responses on one variable with responses from one 
or more other variables.68 
68Walter R. Borg and Meredith D. Gall, Educational 
Research, An Introduction, 4th ed. (White Plains, NY: 
Longman, 1983), p. 30. 
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Patton characterizes qualitative research as con¬ 
sisting 
... of detailed descriptions of situations, 
events, people, interactions, and observed 
behaviors; direct quotations from people about 
their experiences, attitudes, beliefs, and 
thoughts; and excerpts or entire passages from 
documents, correspondence, records, and case his- 
*t o r r e s • 
He characterizes quantitative research on the basis of its 
use of instruments that limit data collection to previous¬ 
ly determined categories or responses, as in a 
questionnaire.7 0 
Patton writes that process evaluation—seeing what 
makes a particular program work—is a valid use of quali¬ 
tative research. Process evaluation "searches for expla¬ 
nations of the successes, failures, and changes in a 
program."7'1" Patton has sixteen questions for researchers 
to ask themselves in deciding if they should use the 
qualitative research methodology. Of these sixteen, this 
researcher can only answer three positively. Those three 
questions relate to: (1) focusing on the diversity of 
programs, (2) looking for in-depth information about cer¬ 
tain program aspects, and (3) interest in finding out 
program strengths, weaknesses, and overall program 
69Michael Quinn Patton, Qualitative Evaluation 
Methods, (Beverly Hills, CA: SAGE Publications, 1980), 
p. 22. 
70Ibid, pp. 22-23 71Ibid, p. 60. 
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processes.72 Although this study was originally intended 
to identify what makes programs successful, the thrust of 
the study did not seem to meet enough of the selection 
criteria of qualitative research to focus exclusively on 
this type of research. 
Quantitative research with its emphasis on looking 
at variables in terms of mathematical methods would have 
enabled the researcher to categorize successful practices 
by use but this method did not lend itself to determining 
what practices should be used in the study. Reviewing the 
basic methods of conducting research—historical, descrip¬ 
tive, correlational, causal-comparative, and experimen¬ 
tal—produced some additional insight. 
Historical research, focusing on finding data from 
documents, reports, publications, and the like from the 
past and trying to determine cause and effect relation¬ 
ships, seemed inappropriate to this study. Although 
studying these sources of information may have yielded 
data on student successes and particular aspects of pro¬ 
gram success, it was doubtful that these data would 
identify any practices which led to those successes. 
Descriptive research involves collecting data from sur¬ 
veys, observations, and interviews and seemed like a 
72 Ibid, pp. 88-89. 
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reasonable method for use in the study. This method 
yields data addressing the current status of the topic 
being researched and obtains information from the people 
most involved in the research topic. 
Correlational research involves studying the 
direction and/or size or relationships between variables 
in order to understand these relationships or to make 
predictions. This type of research didn't seem applicable 
to the study because of the lack of knowledge concerning 
what variables should be studied. 
Causal-comparative research involves the comparison 
of programs to identify the differing factors that are the 
potential causes for the differences in the programs. 
This type of research could be used in the study if 
successful and less successful programs were identified. 
Unfortunately, there may be successful practices in less 
successful programs and vice-versa. Experimental research 
design may be the best way to determine cause and effect 
but is difficult to use because of the necessity for 
7 3 
controlling variables. 
Lehmann and Mehrens classify a study as descriptive 
if it primarily describes existing conditions and does not 
make predictions of causal inferences. Addi 
73Borg and Gall, Educational Research 
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tionally, they point out that there are particular pro¬ 
blems with descriptive research, many of which involve the 
data gathering procedures or instruments.74 Silver writes 
that, in terms of research, four areas must be considered: 
sampling, instrumentation, scoring, and data analysis.76 
Descriptive research gathers data through one or 
more ways, these primarily being observations, interviews 
(either in person or over the telephone), and question¬ 
naires (either by telephone or by mail).76 By reviewing 
the checklist prepared by Sudman and Bradburn, it appeared 
that a mail survey was appropriate to this study.77 In 
terms of a mail survey, Borg and Gall write that a cross- 
sectional or a longitudinal survey may be used to gather 
information on a single variable or to explore relation¬ 
ships between variables depending on questionnaire 
design.78 
74Irvin J. Lehmann and William A. Mehrens, 
Educational Research, Readings in Focus, 2nd ed., (New 
York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1971), pp. 81-82 
7 5Paula Silver, Educational Administration: 
Theoretical Perspectives on Practice and Research, (New 
York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1983), p. 13. 
76Lehmann and Mehrens, Educational Research, 
p. 83. 
77Seymour Sudman and Morman M. Bradburn, Asking 
Questions, A Practical Guide to Questionnaire Design, (San 
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, Publishers, 1982), pp. 261-263. 
78Borg and Gall, Educational Research, pp. 406- 
413. 
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If a consensus is needed from persons knowledgeable 
about a particular subject, the Delphi technique is often 
used. This consists of a series of questionnaires which 
is administered to the same group, each new questionnaire 
modified according to the results of the previous 
responses. The result being strived for is a consensus on 
specific issues. Variability decreases over the series of 
questionnaires but the mean responses tend to remain 
fairly constant.79 Accordingly, "a single mailing of the 
questionnaire probably produces as good descriptive data 
as the four mailings required in a Delphi study."80 
Reviewing these sources it appeared that a ques¬ 
tionnaire survey, administered by mail, was a suitable way 
to gather data related to the purposes of the study. 
Summary 
In reviewing the literature dealing with what makes 
education successful, several items of interest seemed to 
be confirmed though a series of previous studies. In 
relation to vocational education in agriculture, the rela¬ 
tionship between the three major components (FFA, SOE, and 
classroom/laboratory instruction) and the community seemed 
to play a major role in determining a 
79Ibid, p. 413-415. 
80Ibid, p. 414. 
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successful program. There were several reasons given for 
evaluating programs including legal requirements, program 
improvement, accreditation, public relations, and to meet 
the needs of the students and community. 
Several means of evaluating programs were discussed 
with the basis generally being some outline format of 
specific areas to be evaluated. In vocational agricul¬ 
tural education, a national study to determine evaluative 
criteria was completed in 1977.81 The author reviewed 
this study and others to compose a list of 262 evaluative 
criteria in agricultural education and determined that 
they were of limited use in truly evaluating the success 
of a program; instead they were a measure of a program's 
potential for success. 
After reviewing some common problems with evalua¬ 
tion methodologies in general, a review of several reports 
concerning the state of education today was completed. 
Those reports defined educational excellence in slightly 
different forms but all had recommendations on how to 
improve education. Effective school research has been 
receiving a fair amount of interest over the past several 
years and the results of this research were reviewed. 
There appeared to be much similarity between the results 
8^standards for Quality Programs in Vocational 
Agriculture/Aqribusiness (Ames, Iowa: Iowa State Univer¬ 
sity, 1977), pp. 1-6. 
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of effective school research and the reports from various 
groups on educational excellence. 
Some opposing viewpoints concerning the various 
recommendations on excellence were reviewed. The essence 
of those perceptions was that education has not done all 
that poorly, considering all of the data, and that educa¬ 
tion must not forget those students of less than optimum 
learning ability. The public's concern with education was 
shown to be quite high according to the Gallup Polls, but 
there were some differences between what the public and 
the schools saw as major concerns. 
In describing vocational education in agriculture 
and reviewing descriptions of educational excellence, it 
appears that many of the possible solutions given by the 
various studies were already in place and in use in 
various agriculture programs. The purpose of the study, 
the identification of successful practices in agricultural 
education, should therefore not only be applicable to 
vocational education but to education in general. 
In order to gather data related to the purposes of 
the study, a review of research procedures was undertaken. 
As a result of this review, the author selected the 
survey method of research to obtain his data. A mail 
questionnaire was developed and used to secure the 
research data needed for this study. 
CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH METHOD 
Introduction 
The research method for the study is presented in 
Chapter III. Included are a discussion of the population 
sample, instrumentation, research design, and data col¬ 
lection and analysis. This information provides a com¬ 
plete guide for evaluating the research methods used in 
the study. Additionally, this information helped guide 
the researcher through the many steps involved in 
gathering and analyzing the data. 
Description of Sample 
In studying vocational education in agriculture and the 
factors that might make it successful, there was a need to 
secure information from beyond the local level. At the 
same time, success factors might vary greatly between 
individual programs, states, or regions which incorporate 
vocational agriculture into the high school curriculum. 
To gather information from a wide range of experts and 
still obtain information specific enough to be used within 
the State of Connecticut, two separate surveys were used, 
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sampling two different populations. 
The population of Survey I was composed of head 
vocational agricultural teacher educators, vocational 
agricultural state consultants, and state FFA executive 
secretaries from each state. A listing of those people 
involved in the three categories above was drawn up for 
each state. If there was no teacher educator, state 
consultant, or FFA executive secretary from a particular 
state, no attempt was made to select an alternative parti¬ 
cipant. If there were more than one person in any cate¬ 
gory, one name was randomly selected to serve as a survey 
participant. In this way, input was obtained from 
thoughout the United States without missing information 
from particular regions of the country (see Table 1). 
Additionally, by using the three professional groups of 
teacher educators, state consultants, and state FFA execu¬ 
tive secretaries, the end result of this initial survey 
was a well-rounded view of what practices were seen as 
successful. 
The population of Survey II was drawn strictly from 
the State of Connecticut and was composed of vocational 
agriculture staff, school administrators, vocational agri¬ 
culture advisory committee members, vocational agriculture 
students and their parents, and individuals in the com¬ 
munity who are involved in agriculture or agricultural 
59 
education. Due to the size of the population, a strati- 
random sample was drawn for the second survey. 
To obtain the population of the first three cate¬ 
gories of Survey II—vocational agriculture staff, school 
administrators, and vocational agriculture advisory com¬ 
mittee members—state listings of school staff and voca¬ 
tional agriculture committee members were utilized. To 
obtain student and parent members of this population, a 
listing of all active FFA members was obtained from the 
State FFA Executive Secretary. This method did not obtain 
a total count of all students enrolled in vocational 
agriculture as some students had not paid their dues which 
is a requirement for active FFA membership. However, on 
average, 80 percent of the vocational agriculture students 
in Connecticut were active FFA members. To obtain a list 
of community people, the researcher asked each vocational 
agriculture department head to provide a listing of twenty 
people involved in agriculture from the school districts 
their program serviced. This did not provide a complete 
listing, but fifteen (15) department heads cooperated 
(71%), which yielded a listing of 297 people who had some 
knowledge of agriculture and agricultural education. 
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TABLE 1 
SURVEY I—POPULATIONS, SAMPLE SIZE, AND RESPONSE RATES 
Population 
Description 
Total 
Population 
Sample 
Size 
Total 
Response* 
Percentage 
Response* 
Head Teacher 
Educators 50 100% 26 52% 
State Con¬ 
sultants 45 100% 28 62% 
FFA Executive 
Secretaries 19 100% 5 26% 
*Includes responses from both the original and 
follow-up respondents. 
Each of the populations for Survey II were randomly 
sampled within a particular grouping to provide a strati¬ 
fied sampling for the comparison of the survey results. 
In terms of population numbers there were 65 administra¬ 
tors; 62 vocational agriculture staff; 200 advisory com¬ 
mittee members; 297 community people; 1,048 students; and 
2,096 parents. These populations were assigned to one of 
the following groups for the purpose of doing a stratified 
random sample; (1) school personnel (administrators, voca¬ 
tional agriculture teachers), (2) vocational agriculture 
advisory members, (3) vocational agriculture students, and 
(4) related adults (community people and parents). The 
reason for these groupings was that the populations within 
the groups were approximately the same size (for example 
there were 65 administrators and 62 vocational agriculture 
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teachers). There should be a similar amount of knowledge 
of the program within each group, and by keeping each 
population separate there might have been considerable 
overlap—for example, between community people in agri¬ 
culture and parents. With a large enough sample, and a 
few demographical questions (see Appendix A), these 
subgroups were identified and analyzed within each of the 
four groups. Due to the size differences in the popula¬ 
tions sampled, the researcher sampled 100 percent of the 
school personnel, 50 percent of the vocational agriculture 
advisory committee members, 25 percent of the students, 
and 10 percent of the related adult populations (see Table 
2). This yielded a sample size of 127 school personnel, 
100 vocational agriculture advisory committee members, 262 
students, and 240 related adults. 
Instrumentation 
There were two survey instruments used in the 
study. Survey I consisted of a letter sent nationwide 
requesting the identification of successful practices in 
agricultural education in an open-ended format. Each 
respondent was asked to list the two most important prac 
tices for successful programs under each of twenty-two 
category headings (see Appendix A). From Survey I the 
three most frequently occurring responses in each of the 
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TABLE 2 
SURVEY II POPULATIONS, SAMPLE SIZE, AND RESPONSE RATES 
Population 
Description 
Total 
Population 
Sample 
Size 
% No. 
Total 
Response* 
Percentage 
Response* 
School Admin- 
istators 65 100 65 28 43% 
Vocational 
Agriculture 
Staff 62 100 62 60 97% 
Vocational 
Agriculture 
Advisory 
Committee 200 50 100 17 17% 
Vocational 
Agriculture 
Students 1,048 25 262 108 41% 
Related 
Adults 2,393 10 240 38 16% 
♦Includes responses from both the original and 
follow-up surveys. 
twenty-two categories were selected. This listing served 
as the basis for designing Survey II, an interval scale 
survey, with three practices in each of the twenty-two 
categories for a total of sixty-six (66) practices (see 
Appendix B). 
The second survey instrument followed the guide¬ 
lines from Asking Questions: A Practical Guide to 
Questionnaire Design and from Educational Research—•-Ar 
Introduction. Suggestions from the dissertation commit¬ 
tee, other teachers, and a trial run with the researcher's 
lture students were taken into account 
vocational agricu 
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when finalizing the second survey instrument. 
Research Design 
The basic design for this study was a two-step mail 
survey which might be likened to the Delphi technique. In 
Survey I, experts in the field of vocational education in 
agriculture were asked to list those practices which they 
considered to be the most important practices under 
various categories. This information was then compiled 
into Survey II, which was mailed to a specific 
population--namely those people involved in vocational 
agriculture in the State of Connecticut. Survey II con¬ 
sisted of an interval scale measuring how important each 
respondent thought a particular practice was in making a 
program successful. 
There were several advantages to using this 
research method over others which were reviewed. In terms 
of time, cost, and numbers of people contacted, the mail 
survey appeared to be most effective. By using an open- 
ended questionnaire in the first round, it was possible to 
gain some consensus on what were perceived to be the most 
important practices leading to a successful educational 
program by those people involved in preparing teachers and 
monitoring programs. This procedure eliminated bias on 
the part of the investigator and allowed for an updating 
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of perceived practices which could be correlated with 
those practices advocated by various groups studying edu¬ 
cational excellence. Additionally, this design attempted 
to overcome any possible regional differences in assessing 
vocational education in agriculture and allowed for input 
from across the nation in an effort to identify practices 
not commonly used in Connecticut. 
Problems with this research design were those that 
are commonly found in mail surveys. A good return rate 
was needed to make the study results applicable to the 
total population and to provide some semblance of reli¬ 
ability regarding the interpretation of the results. In 
Survey I, the researcher kept track of the returns by 
state and respondent category (teacher educators, state 
consultants, and FFA executive secretaries). A follow-up 
postcard was sent to non-respondents to increase the num¬ 
ber of returns. Survey II respondents were asked to 
return, separate from the questionnaire, a postcard which 
was included with the survey. To simplify this procedure 
the postcard was stamped, pre-addressed and included the 
respondent's mailing label for a return address. These 
postcards were used to identify those individuals on the 
mailing list who had returned the survey. Twenty percent 
of the non-respondents for Survey II were randomly sampled 
and sent a second copy of the questionnaire. The ques- 
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tionnaire had to be well designed to avoid confusing 
respondents, relatively short in length, and not exces¬ 
sively probing because of the difficulty in following up 
the guestionnaires and the inability of the respondent to 
ask questions about the survey when completing the instru¬ 
ment. Design considerations had to include context and 
order effects, questions not answered quantitatively, 
length, and overall appearance. The effectiveness of the 
questionnaire for Survey II was tested through a trial run 
with the researcher's vocational agriculture students. 
Limitations 
There were several limitations in the research 
design. The results of a mail survey depend greatly upon 
the percentage of returns which, in turn, depend upon the 
design of the instrument. In this study, these problems 
were compounded due to the two separate surveys which were 
used. If the double survey method were not used, the 
results from the proposed study would have been more 
limited because of the inability to obtain information 
from outside a relatively small region; in this case, 
Connecticut. 
The second limitation resulted from the sampling 
methods which were used in this study. Due to the size of 
the populations being studied, it would have been diffi- 
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cult to survey all of the members. By randomly selecting 
participants from a stratified listing, the reseacher 
hoped to decrease any biases concerning regional concerns, 
or professional interests; for example, teacher educators 
versus state supervisors. Survey II, which was adminis¬ 
tered only in Connecticut, allowed the reseacher to narrow 
the focus of the study but might have limited the applica¬ 
bility of the results to Connecticut. 
Data Collection/Editinq 
In terms of Survey I, data were collected on an 
open-ended basis. Responses that were alike, or that 
covered the same general area, were identified and corre¬ 
lated. Although there was a considerable amount of 
editing required in determining if responses were similar, 
the use of a rough format in the survey instrument mini¬ 
mized the editing chore. 
It was relatively easy to compile the data obtained 
from Survey II because the response items were in an 
interval scale format, requiring little editing and 
facilitating data analysis. Demographical data were col¬ 
lected in the form of broad categories, eliminating the 
need for open-ended questions and the subsequent editing. 
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Data Analysis 
Survey I responses were analyzed on the basis of 
the frequency with which particular practices were listed. 
The intent of Survey I was to develop a list of selected 
practices that affect program success for use in surveying 
program participants in Connecticut. Because the intent 
was relatively simple, the analysis was not difficult. A 
simple analysis of the number of times a response occurred 
was all that was deemed necessary. Responses from the 
initial mailing of Survey I and the postcard follow-up 
were not analyzed for differences because of the open- 
ended format used in the questionnaire. 
Survey II responses were analyzed in somewhat 
greater detail. Due to the necessity of analyzing data in 
detail, the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) program was utilized.82 Statistics obtained were 
the mean, frequency distribution, and standard deviation. 
Additionally, analysis of variance was carried out with 
the acceptable level of significance set at >.05. Analysis 
of variance was also used to determine differences between 
the initial and follow-up responses to the questionnaire 
from Survey II. 
82Statistical Package for the Social Services, Version 
9.0 (NOS), University Computing Center, University of 
Massachusetts, March 6, 1984. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Introduction 
The results of the two mail surveys conducted for 
the study are presented in this chapter. The data from 
Survey II are displayed according to statistical measures. 
These data, with the corresponding statistics, are easily 
understood and enable the reader to follow the analyses 
and conclusions drawn later in the dissertation. 
Survey I 
The first survey in the study was mailed to three 
groups of individuals—teacher educators and state consul¬ 
tants in vocational agriculture as well as to FFA execu¬ 
tive secretaries. Survey lasked each participant to list 
the two variables which he or she felt was important in 
the success of a vocational agriculture program within 
each of 22 categories. The forty-four variables from each 
respondent were then compiled. The three most frequently 
occurring variables were the basis for the questionnaire 
in Survey II (see Appendix B). All respondent variables 
from Survey I, in edited form, are listed in Appendix C. 
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Discussion of Results 
Survey I 
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The data collected from the first survey (teacher 
educators, state consultants, and FFA executive secre¬ 
taries) appeared to have several identifiable groupings. 
In general, six groups could be easily distinguished-- 
facilities and equipment, rules or regulations, curricu¬ 
lum, community, general, and teaching staff. Placement of 
the identified practices was made at the discretion of the 
author based upon the effect each practice would have on a 
particular group or upon the group most likely to affect 
that practice. 
Each practice selected for inclusion in the study 
appeared to have the possibility of improving vocational 
agriculture programs if implemented. The practices also 
seemed to have the potential of being evaluated if an 
individual program wished to do so. Those practices or 
criteria developed from the national survey (Survey I) 
were useful and practical and were not some "pie in the 
sky" wish list which need not be considered in program 
improvement. Furthermore, those items also seemed to fall 
in line with many of the precepts underlining most of the 
8 3 
recent studies on education and reform. 
The first grouping of practices, that of 
83Griesemer and Butler, Education Under Study, p. 4 
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facilities and equipment, was comprised of two items: 
1. The vocational agriculture facilities are neat 
and attractive 
2. Equipment and facilities for vocational agri¬ 
culture are kept up-to-date. 
It can be seen that these practices can effectively double 
as simple evaluative criteria, part of a quick and easy 
checklist. In reviewing these items in light of Survey II 
they gathered an overall importance ranking of 31st and 
6th respectively. In terms of frequency of use, they fell 
to 26th and 23rd. Thus there were some major differences 
between how important these items appeared to be and how 
often they were perceived to be used within programs. 
The second grouping of the results from Survey I 
yielded seven items related to rules and regulations. As 
listed below, these items would usually be encompassed in 
either general school regulations or in specific depart¬ 
mental regulations. This made for a fairly easy set of 
evaluated practices: 
1. Policies, rules and/or regulations for the 
maintenance of the facilities are clearly 
identified. 
2. Teacher evaluation is continuous with con¬ 
stant feedback to the teacher. 
3. Advisory committee meetings are regular 
(at least four times per year). 
4. Annual and long-range program goals are re¬ 
vised and evaluated annually. 
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5. Reasonable, clearly defined goals are de¬ 
fined for the students and program. 
6. Adequate financing is provided for the pro¬ 
gram to operate effectively. 
7. Lesson plans are developed and utilized for 
all instruction. 
Of these practices, items six and seven were ranked the 
highest by Connecticut respondents in terms of both impor¬ 
tance and frequency of use. 
The third group included seven items which were 
related to curriculum. These were: 
1. The instructional program is relevant to the 
real needs of agriculture in the community. 
2. The instructional program is well balanced and 
includes leadership development, work experi¬ 
ence, and technical skill training. 
3. The instructional program is adjusted to 
changing employment conditions. 
4. The curriculum is up-dated to reflect current 
community needs every year. 
5. The curriculum is based upon a state core 
curriculum. 
6. The curriculum is based on industry validated 
competencies. 
7. The program is seen as an integral part of 
district educational offerings. 
In terms of responses related to importance, these items 
ranged from 2nd (Item 2) to 66th (Item 5) and in terms of 
frequency of use ranged from 3rd (Item 8) to 62nd 
(Item 6). 
The fourth group of related items had something to 
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do with the community. There were 15 practices in this 
group; 
1. Supportive school climate, including parents 
and administrators, is evident. 
2. A good, active advisory council is used that 
has the opportunity to make real decisions. 
3. The local school administration knows what is 
occurring within the program. 
4. All people and groups that are associated 
with the program are involved in program 
planning. 
5. Student input and/or performance is considered 
when evaluating students. 
6. Advisory committee is active with specific and 
meaningful agenda items. 
7. Membership is well balanced and represents the 
total agriculture and agribusiness community 
(consulting committee). 
8. Parents are involved in program activities and 
have frequent interaction with instructional 
staff. 
9. Parents are involved in SOEP activities. 
10. Community resources are widely utilized. 
11. Program completers/graduates are successful. 
12. Community resources (students, parents, FFA 
Alumni, resource people) are used. 
13. Adult/Young Farmer programs are locally 
planned by current and prospective students. 
14. Active meetings are held on a regular basis 
(Adult/Young Farmer education). 
15. Students are used to identify potential 
students and explain program benefits. 
73 
These practices ranged from 11th (Item 1) to 65th (Item 
13) in importance and from 22nd (Item 11) to 66th or last 
(Item 13) in frequency of use. In the tables for each of 
these items a wide range of rankings were evident, not 
only by importance on each item but between respondent 
groups on individual items. 
The fifth group was one in which two items were 
placed that could go in any group, they stated in words 
what most programs desired to be, that was: 
1. There is a well-planned, strong vocational 
agriculture program. 
2. There is an active, high quality program 
available. 
For these two items the importance ranking was 8th and 
16th respectively and in terms of frequency of use was 7th 
and 26th. There did not seem to be much difference 
between the two items, except for the placement of each in 
different categories within the survey. This could have 
resulted in a misunderstanding of the item's meaning by 
respondent groups. 
The last group of items consisted of practices 
which either were affected by staff, or which affected 
staff, in a vocational agriculture program. This group 
was the largest and contained 33 practices, or exactly 
one-half of the Survey I items. This group also included 
seven of the top ten ranked items in terms of importance 
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from Survey II. The 33 practices identified in this area 
from Survey I were: 
1* Teachers remain teaching in the same program 
for several years. 
2. Pay and benefits are adequate and acceptable. 
3. Students are evaluated based upon jointly 
developed and identified expectations and 
competencies. 
4. Students are evaluated frequently. 
5. Evaluation includes SOEP and FFA activities. 
6. Teachers have input into the evaluation pro¬ 
cess . 
7. Parents are kept informed about the program 
and their children. 
8. Program goals and expectations are communi¬ 
cated to all concerned parties. 
9. There is a positive program image communi¬ 
cated to the community. 
10. FFA projects and activities contribute to the 
community. 
11. The program, teachers, and students are 
highly visible in the community. 
12. Behavioral expectations are set realistically 
and enforced. 
13. The teacher is well organized and competent. 
14. The program is interesting and well planned. 
15. Teacher has technical knowledge in area and 
is professionally competent. 
16. Student achievements are recognized and 
rewarded. 
17. Individual goals and objectives are set by 
students and met regularly. 
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18. FFA and SOEP are used to measure student 
growth. 
19. Set priorities and follow though [time 
utilization]. 
20. Shop and classroom time are well organized. 
21. Teachers are well prepared and dedicated. 
22. Students actively participate in lessons, 
(hands-on learning) 
23. On-site visitations/home visitations are a 
necessity. 
24. There is a well planned, year-round recruit¬ 
ment program in place and operating 
constantly. 
25. The community is informed of program activi¬ 
ties through all available media sources. 
26. There is a planned, year-round publicity 
program being used constantly. 
27. People are made aware of student successes. 
28. All students are required to keep records on 
an approved SOEP. 
29. Students are supported in finding and 
developing appropriate SOEPs. 
30. On-site visits/supervision by Vo-Ag instruc¬ 
tor are done four times yearly. 
31. All students are required to participate, not 
just belong [to the Future Farmers of 
America]. 
32. FFA activities are member centered and 
managed. 
33. FFA activities complement and relate to cur¬ 
riculum. 
By sheer volume it appeared that the overall 
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ranking by Survey I respondents was teaching staff, 
community, curriculum, rules or regulations, facilities 
and equipment, and general. In terms of the second survey 
it was impossible to accurately rank these six groupings 
because of the large differences in means, the differences 
in the number of items in each group, and the fact that 
in Survey II the questions were not open-ended. 
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Discussion of Results 
Survey II 
The following data resulted from taking the 
information from Survey II and analyzing it using statis¬ 
tics. Survey II had two distinct response categories for 
each identified practice. Response A was the importance 
that each respondent attached to the practice. Response B 
was the frequency with which the practice had been used in 
the vocational agriculture program with which the res¬ 
pondent had been most familiar. All statistical measures 
were obtained from using the Statistical Package for the 
Social Services at the University of Massachusetts 
Computer Center. In compiling the statistics both the "5" 
response (no opinion) and the "NR" response (no response) 
were coded as missing, therefore they were not included in 
the mean or standard deviation figures. A "NR" was needed 
as the writer did not discard questionnaires in cases 
where respondents failed to answer every question. The 
means may be skewed towards a higher level of importance 
by eliminating these responses but, because all means were 
determined in the same manner, the relative importance 
should not be effected. The statistical data from which 
the following information was taken are found in 
Appendix D. 
All data in the tables are for the total number of 
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respondents completing the questionnaire for Survey n. 
From the 20 percent of non-respondents from the initial 
of Survey XX who were mailed follow—up surveys 
(N=92), there were 20 new respondents. These numbers 
exclude vocational agriculture teachers as they were 
reminded to return the Survey II questionnaires personally 
by the researcher. When an analysis of variance was 
performed between the two groups (original versus 
secondary respondents) for means related to importance, no 
significant difference between the groups was noted (at 
the .05 level). No analysis of variance was performed for 
identical groups from the initial and follow-up mailings 
of Survey II. No analysis of variance was done on the 
mean from the frequency of use categories (Response B). 
The actual statistical data are contained in 
Appendix D where there is a separate table for each of the 
variables in Survey II. While the statistics were 
interesting—and may provide insight into problematic 
areas for individual programs--the researcher was 
interested in general findings that could be applicable to 
all programs and which provided insight into the results 
of Survey II. 
The statistical data were therefore analyzed for 
significant differences between and within groups for the 
level of importance for each item (determined by the 
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item's mean and standard deviation). When no variances 
were noted between or within groups this was considered 
important in that it would signify that all respondent 
groups were in general agreement on that item's impor¬ 
tance. Where differences were noted a post hoc "t" test 
was conducted to determine significant differences between 
specific respondent groups. Any resulting differences 
were thought to be important in that they could point out 
areas to emphasize or de-emphasize for particular popula¬ 
tion groups being served by a vocational agriculture 
program. 
These statistical measures—the mean, standard 
deviation, analysis of variance, and the "t" test—were 
important for analyzing the perceptions of the various 
respondent groups. An additional method used to analyze 
these perceptions was a simple rank ordering of the 66 
practices for each respondent group. Although some prac¬ 
tices were found to have no significant differences 
between respondent groups concerning their means and stan¬ 
dard deviations, the respondent groups had these practices 
ranked differently. The researcher felt that these 
differences in rankings were important as they showed a 
difference in the perceptions of the different groups. An 
example of this was the variable "Student achievements are 
recognized and rewarded" where there was no signicant 
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difference between group means but the ranking of this 
practice ranged from 1st (the students) to llth (the 
graduated students and parents). Thus it would appear 
that the students perceived this practice to be more 
important than did either the recently graduated students 
or the parents as it was ranked above the other 
55 practices. 
The importance of the research was not in the 
acquisition of statistical data but the inferences that 
were drawn from these data concerning the perceptions of 
different groups regarding the importance of various prac¬ 
tices which related to the success of a vocational agri¬ 
culture program. The groups that the research drew data 
from were teachers, students, graduated students, parents 
of students, consulting committee members and administra¬ 
tors of vocational agriculture programs as well as agri¬ 
culturally related people in the communities being served 
by vocational agriculture programs. There were two major 
categories of respondents in Survey II. The first group 
consisted of all respondents separated into groups 
dependent on whether they were employed or not employed in 
agriculture. The second group contained the categories 
the respondents placed themselves in, irregardless of 
agricultural employment--teachers, students, recently 
graduated students, parents, advisory committee members, 
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and school administrators, all of whom were associated 
with vocational agriculture programs, as well as agricul- 
turally related community members. The numbers of res~ 
pondents in each category are displayed in Table 3. 
In terms of the Survey II it is important to note 
the items for which significant differences occurred 
between respondent groups as these practices were 
perceived to have different levels of importance to 
various respondent groups.These practices are summarized 
in Tables 4 through 17. These tables show the 
simularities and significant differences between the 
various respondent groups from the study and provide a 
quick and easy summary of the practices on which the group 
means were essentially identical or were significantly 
different. 
Tables 4 and 5 contain summaries of practices for 
which respondents who were employed in agriculture either 
agreed with or disagreed with those respondents not 
employed in agriculture as evidenced by their group means 
being significantly different or not significantly 
different. Overall, it would appear that the non—agricul¬ 
turally employed respondents gave more weight to those 
practices which were related to activities within the 
school while those employed in agriculture placed more 
82 
TABLE 3 
NUMBER OF RESPONDENTS BY CATEGORY 
Respondent Category Number of Respondents 
Agriculturally Employed 150 
Not Agriculturally Employed 101 
Agriculture Teacher 60 
Agriculture Student 79 
Agriculture Graduate 29 
Parent 20 
Consulting Committee 17 
Administration 28 
Agriculturally Related 18 
emphasis on practices less related to the formal school 
setting. 
Tables 6 through 17 show the breakdown on all 
respondents from both the agriculturally employed and non- 
agriculturally employed groups into teachers, students, 
administrators, consulting committees, and agriculturally 
related respondents. Table 6 is a summary of those prac¬ 
tices for which no significant differences were found 
between respondent groups. This set of practices could be 
thought of as being relatively safe; that is, because all 
groups agreed upon their importance, it would be unlikely 
that there would be much disagreement over their implemen¬ 
tation and use. 
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TABLE 4 
PRACTICES FOR WHICH SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WERE FOUND 
BETWEEN RESPONDENTS EMPLOYED IN AGRICULTURE VERSUS 
RESPONDENTS NOT EMPLOYED IN AGRICULTURE 
Appendix D 
Table Number Practice 
35 Students actively participate in lessons 
(hands-on learning) 
51 On-site visits/supervision by Vo-Ag instructor 
are done four times yearly 
61 Membership is well balanced and represents the 
total agriculture and agribusiness com¬ 
munity (consulting committee) 
62 Individual goals and objectives are set by 
students and met regularly 
66 FFA projects and activities contribute to the 
community 
72 FFA activities complement and relate to the 
curriculum 
80 Students are evaluated based upon jointly 
developed and identified expectations 
and competencies. 
85 The curriculum is based on industry validated 
competencies 
86 Parents are involved in SOEP activities 
87 On-site visitations/home visitations are a 
necessity (adult/young farmer education) 
89 All people and groups that are associated with 
the program are involved in program planning 
92 The curriculum is based upon a state core 
curriculum  
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TABLE 5 
PRACTICES WITH NO SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES 
BETWEEN RESPONDENT GROUPS 
Appendix D 
Table Number Practice 
29 Student achievements are recognized and rewarded 
32 Equipment and facilities for vocational agricul¬ 
ture are kept up-to-date 
33 The program is interesting and well planned 
38 Adequate financing is provided for the program to 
operate effectively 
39 The local school administration knows what is 
occurring within the program 
41 Program completers/graduates are successful 
49 FFA activities are member centered and managed 
62 Individual goals and objectives are set by stu¬ 
dents and met regularly 
64 A good, active advisory council is used that has 
the opportunity to make real decisions 
76 Parents are involved in program activities and 
have frequent interaction with instructional 
staff 
81 Teachers remain teaching in the same program for 
several years 
88 Advisory committee meetings are regular (at least 
four times per year) 
91 Adult/Young Farmer programs are locally planned by 
current and prospective students 
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TABLE 6 
PRACTICES FOR WHICH SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WERE FOUND 
BETWEEN GRADUATED STUDENT AND AGRICULTURALLY RELATED 
RESPONDENT GROUPS 
Appendix D 
Table Number Response 
56 Set priorities and follow through 
57 The vocational agriculture facilities are 
neat and attractive 
89 All people and groups that are associated 
with the program are involved in program 
planning 
90 Student input and/or performance is con¬ 
sidered when evaluating teachers  
TABLE 7 
PRACTICES FOR WHICH SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WERE FOUND 
BETWEEN TEACHER AND GRADUATED STUDENT 
RESPONDENT GROUPS 
Appendix D 
Table Number Practice 
53 There is a well planned, year-round 
recruitment program in place and 
operating constantly 
57 The vocational agriculture facilities are 
neat and attractive 
72 FFA activities complement and relate to 
curriculum 
83 Active meetings are held on a regular 
basis (adult/young farmer education) 
85 The curriculum is based on industry vali¬ 
dated competencies 
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TABLE 8 
PRACTICES FOR WHICH SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WERE 
FOUND BETWEEN GRADUATED STUDENT AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
RESPONDENT GROUPS 
Practice 
59 
65 
66 
84 
85 
90 
Evaluation includes SOEP and FFA 
activities 
FFA and SOEP are used to measure student 
growth 
FFA projects and activities contribute to 
the community 
Teachers have input into the evaluation 
process 
The curriculum is based on industry vali¬ 
dated competencies 
Student input and/or performance is con- 
sidered when evaluating teachers 
TABLE 9 
PRACTICES FOR WHICH SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WERE FOUND 
BETWEEN TEACHER AND PARENT RESPONDENT GROUPS 
Appendix D 
Table Number Practice 
71 The community is informed of program 
activities 
77 There is a planned, year-round publicity 
program being used constantly 
79 Advisory committee is active with specific 
and meaningful agenda items 
82 Community resources are widely utilized 
86 Parents are involved in SOEP activities 
92 The curriculum is based upon a State core 
curriculum — 
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TABLE 10 
PRACTICES FOR WHICH SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WERE FOUND 
BETWEEN TEACHER AND ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONDENT GROUPS 
Appendix D 
Table Number 
42 
60 
66 
75 
79 
Practice 
Students are supported in finding and de- 
veloping SOEPs 
There is an active, high quality program 
available (student recruitment/enroll¬ 
ment) 
Students are used to identify potential 
students and explain program benefits 
FFA projects and activities contribute to 
the community 
The program, teachers, and students are 
highly visible in the community 
Advisory committee is active with specific 
and meaningful agenda items 
TABLE 11 
PRACTICES FOR WHICH SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WERE FOUND 
BETWEEN PARENT AND AGRICULTURALLY RELATED 
RESPONDENT GROUPS 
Appendix D 
Table Number Practice 
30 The teacher is well organized and competent 
77 There is a planned, year-round publicity 
program being used constantly 
78 All students are required to participate 
not just belong (FFA) 
82 Community resources are widely utilized 
86 Parents are involved in SOEP activities 
92 The curriculum is based upon a State core 
curriculum 
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TABLE 12 
PRACTICES FOR WHICH SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WERE FOUND 
BETWEEN TEACHER AND STUDENT RESPONDENT GROUPS 
Appendix D 
Table Number Practice 
43 
44 
45 
46 
52 
77 
85 
There is a positive program image communi¬ 
cated to the community 
Pay and benefits are adequate and acceptable 
The instructional program is relevant to the 
real needs of agriculture in the community 
Behavioral expections are set realistically 
and enforced 
The instrucional program is adjusted to 
changing employment conditions 
There is a planned, year-round publicity 
program being used constantly 
The curriculum is based on industry vali- 
dated competencies 
TABLE 13 
PRACTICES FOR WHICH SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WERE FOUND 
BETWEEN GRADUATED STUDENT AND PARENT RESPONDENT GROUPS 
Appendix D 
Table Number Practice 
61 Membership is well balanced and represents 
the total agriculture and agribusiness 
community (consulting committee) 
68 Community resources (students, parents, 
FFA Alumni, resource people) are used 
82 Community resources are widely utilized 
85 The curriculum is based on industry vali¬ 
dated competencies 
86 Parents are involved in SOEP activities 
90 Student input and/or performance is con¬ 
sidered when evaluating teachers 
92 The curriculum is based upon a State 
core curriculum 
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TABLE 14 
PRACTICES FOR WHICH SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WERE FOUND 
BETWEEN STUDENT AND PARENT RESPONDENT GROUPS 
Appendix D 
Table Number Practice 
35 Students actively participate in lessons 
(hands-on learning) 
37 Supportive school climate, including parents 
and administrators, is evident 
45 The instructional program is relevant to the 
real needs of agriculture in the community 
46 Behavioral expectations are set realis¬ 
tically and enforced 
47 Shop and classroom time are well organized 
48 Parents are kept informed about the program 
and their children 
52 The instructional program is adjusted to 
changing employment conditions 
70 Annual and long range program goals are 
revised and evaluated annually 
73 The curriculum is updated to reflect cur¬ 
rent community needs every year 
92 The curriculum is based upon a State core 
curriculum 
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TABLE 15 
PRACTICES FOR WHICH SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WERE FOUND 
BETWEEN STUDENT AND CONSULTING COMMITTEE 
RESPONDENT GROUPS 
Appendix D 
Table Number Practice 
34 There is a well-planned, strong vocational 
agriculture program 
37 Supportive school climate, including parents 
and administrators, is evident 
44 Pay and benefits are adequate and acceptable 
45 The instructional program is relevant to the 
real needs of agriculture in the community 
55 The program is seen as in integral part of 
district educational offerings 
73 The curriculum is up-dated to reflect cur¬ 
rent community needs every year 
83 Active meetings are held on a regular basis 
(adult/young farmer education) 
85 The curriculum is based on industry vali¬ 
dated competencies 
87 On-site visitations/home visitations are a 
necessity (adult/young farmer education) 
92 Student input and/or performance is con¬ 
sidered when evaluating teachers 
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TABLE 16 
PRACTICES FOR WHICH SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WERE FOUND 
BETWEEN CURRENT AND GRADUATED STUDENT 
RESPONDENT GROUPS 
Appendix D 
Table Number Practice 
28 The instructional program is well balanced 
and includes leadership development, work 
experience, and technical skill training 
31 Teacher has technical knowledge in area and 
is professionally competent 
43 There is a positive program image communi¬ 
cated to the community 
45 The instructional program is relevant to the 
the real needs of agriculture in the 
community 
47 Shop and classroom time are well organized 
54 Lesson plans are developed and utilized for 
all instruction 
58 Reasonable, clearly defined goals are de¬ 
fined for the students and program 
61 Membership is well balanced and represents 
the total agriculture and agribusiness 
community (consulting committee) 
67 Program goals and expectations are communi¬ 
cated to all concerned parties 
71 The community is informed of program acti¬ 
vities through all available media sources 
75 The program, teachers, and students are 
highly visible in the community 
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TABLE 17 
PRACTICES FOR WHICH SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES WERE FOUND 
BETWEEN GRADUATED STUDENT AND CONSULTING COMMITTEE 
RESPONDENT GROUPS 
Appendix D 
Table Number Practice 
27 
50 
56 
59 
65 
Teachers are well prepared and dedicated 
People are made aware of student successes 
Set priorities and follow through 
Evaluation includes SOEP and FFA activities 
FFA and SOEP are used to measure student 
growth 
70 Annual and long range program goals are 
revised and evaluated yearly 
72 FFA activities complement and relate to 
curriculum 
79 Advisory committee is active with specific 
and meaningful agenda items 
83 Active meetings are held on a regular basis 
(adult/young farmer education) 
85 The curriculum is based on industry vali¬ 
dated competencies 
90 Student input and/or performance is con¬ 
sidered when evaluating teachers 
Table 18 is a summary of the number of practices 
on which various respondent groups had significant dif¬ 
ferences. This information may be useful in targeting 
specific groups for in-depth questioning about their per¬ 
ceptions at the local level regarding various operating 
procedures. 
A useful summary of those practices having the most 
significant differences between groups is found in Table 
19. This information may be useful in helping to deter¬ 
mine which practices may be most controversial in 
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TABLE 18 
UMMARY OF THE NUMBER OF PRACTICES FOR WHICH T1 
WERE SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SELECTED 
RESPONDENT GROUPS 
RespondentGroups Numberof 
__ Practices 
Current Student/Agriculturally Related 1 
Teacher/Consulting Committee 1 
Current Student/Administrator 2 
Teacher/Agriculturally Related 2 
Consulting Committee/Administrator 3 
Parent/Administrator 3 
Agriculturally Related/Administrator 3 
Parent/Consulting Committee 3 
Agriculturally Related/Consulting Committee 3 
Graduated Student/Agriculturally Related 4 
Teacher/Graduated Student 5 
Graduated Student/Administrator 6 
Teacher/Parent 6 
Teacher/Administrator 6 
Parent/Agriculturally Related 6 
Teacher/Current Student 7 
Graduated Student/Parent 7 
Current Student/Parent 10 
Current Student/Consulting Committee 10 
Current Student/Graduated Student 11 
Graduated Student/Consulting Committee 11 
terms of their importance between groups. It also points 
out, on a state wide level, which practices need to be 
looked at in terms of educating the various respondent 
groups. 
It is important to note the items in which there 
is a large discrepency between the perceived importance 
(Response A) and the frequency of use (Response B) which 
was reported. These items are of two types, those that 
are ranked high in importance but received a low rank for 
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TABLE 19 
THE TWELVE PRACTICES HAVING THE LARGEST NUMBER OF 
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN RESPONDENT GROUPS 
Number of 
Differences 
Student input and/or performance is con¬ 
sidered when evaluating teachers 
The curriculum is based on industry validated 
competencies 
The curriculum is based upon a State core 
curriculum 
The instructional program is relevant to the 
real needs of agriculture in the community 4 
Behavioral expectations are set realistically 
and enforced 3 
The community is informed of program activi¬ 
ties through all available media 3 
There is a planned, year-round publicity 
program being used constantly 3 
Advisory Committee is active with specific 
and meaningful agenda items 3 
Community resources are widely utilized 3 
Active meetings are held on a regular basis 
(adult/young farmer education) 3 
Parents are involved in SOEP activities 3 
All people and groups that are associated 
with the program are involved in program 
planning 3 
frequency of use, and those that received a low importance 
rank but a high ranking in frequency of use. 
In the first group, there are eight items which 
were ranked high in importance but low in frequency of 
use. These items are found in Appendix D, Tables 32, 37, 
45, 39, 43, 55, 53, and 50. These items were as follows: 
1. Equipment and facilities for vocational agri¬ 
culture are kept up-to-date. 
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2. Supportive school climate, including parents 
and administrators, is evident. 
3. The instructional program is adjusted to 
changing employment conditions. 
4. The local school administration knows what is 
occurring within the program. 
5. There is a positive program image communi¬ 
cated to the community. 
6. The program is seen as an integral part of 
district educational offerings. 
7. There is a well planned, year-round recruit¬ 
ment program in place and operating con¬ 
stantly. 
8. People are made aware of student successes. 
These were practices which, for whatever reasons, were not 
being used to the extent that they could be, given their 
importance scores. This is not to say that some programs 
are not using these items but, given the responses of the 
population sampled on a statewide basis, these practices 
did not appear to be used as frequently as they should. On 
an individual program basis, it might be useful to 
evaluate these practices to see if they need work, either 
in using them more frequently or in evaluating their 
usefulness to the program. 
The second group—those items with low importance 
ratings but high frequency of use rankings—consisted of 
nine items. Related tables in Appendix D are 81, 92, 59, 
84, 88, 79, 66, 65, and 72. These items were: 
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1. Teachers remain teaching in the same proqram 
for several years. ^ 
2. The curriculum is based upon a State core 
curriculum. 
3. Evaluation includes SOEP and FFA activities. 
4. Teachers have input into the evaluation 
process. 
5. Advisory committee meetings are regular (at 
least four times yearly) 
6. Advisory committee is active with specific 
and meaningful agenda items. 
7. FFA projects and activities contribute to 
the community. 
8. FFA and SOEP are used to measure student 
growth. 
9. FFA activities complement and relate to 
curriculum. 
These practices need to be reviewed by individual programs 
in terms of their importance to the program and whether 
continued emphasis should be placed on the practices. As 
is evident from the data, on a statewide basis these items 
were more than sufficiently being used in comparison to 
their perceived importance. If individual programs are 
meeting those practices in terms of evaluative criteria 
then all should be well—provided that resources are not 
being taken away from other areas and that the practice is 
important to that particular program. 
In reviewing the data displayed in the 66 tables in 
Chapter IV, one finds a large number of practices for 
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which a large percentage (greater than 10 percent) of the 
respondents had either a "No Opinion" or a "Don't Know" 
response, depending on "importance" or "frequency of use" 
statistics. 
In five cases, respondents in one or more groups 
gave the response of "No Opinion" for the importance 
measure only. These five items are found in tables 12, 
30, 35, 41 and 47. These items were: 
1. All students are required to keep records on 
an approved SOEP. 
2. Lesson plans are developed and utilized for 
all instruction. 
3. Evaluation includes SOEP and FFA activities. 
4. FFA and SOEP are used to measure student 
growth. 
5. The community is informed of program activi¬ 
ties through all available media sources. 
Four of these tables display statistics which placed those 
practices in the twenty most frequently used items from 
the survey. Given the relative importance of these items 
(three are ranked in the top third) and the high frequency 
of use, it might behoove individual programs to review 
their information dissemination procedures. It seems 
important to the author that a group of people related to 
vocational agriculture in some way should not respond with 
"No Opinion" to items as fundamental to the program as SOE 
records, student evaluation based on SOEP and FFA, and an 
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informed community. 
There are nine tables which show a large (again 
greater than lOpercent) portion of the respondents 
answering the item with a "Don't Know" answer (freguency 
of use). These are tables 28, 38, 41, 52, 64, 73, 78, 82 
and 88. The variables from these tables, in order of 
presentation, were: 
1. The instructional program is well balanced and 
includes leadership development, work experi¬ 
ence, and technical skill training. 
2. Adequate financing is provided for the program 
to operate effectively. 
3. Program completers/graduates are successful. 
4. The instructional program is adjusted to 
changing employment conditions. 
5. A good, active advisory council is used that 
has the opportunity to make real decisions. 
6. The curriculum is up-dated to reflect current 
community needs every year. 
7. All students are required to participate not 
just belong (FFA). 
8. Community resources are widely utilized. 
9. Advisory committee meetings are regular (at 
least four times per year). 
Table 38 may be the only table which would appear to have 
any reason to show this type of response as it deals with 
adequate program financing. This leaves eight tables 
dealing with items such as a well balanced program, 
advisory committees, successful graduates, is curriculum 
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is updated to meet community and employment needs, and are 
community resources are used in the program. The per¬ 
centages range from 10 percent up to almost 2 4 percent for 
these practices, a sign that public relations dealing with 
the dissemination of information may not be working across 
the state. It would seem that each program would want to 
its own record concerning how well the community is 
informed about the program, and not only in relation to 
these particular items. 
The author is troubled by those tables which have a 
group or groups responding to both the importance and 
frequency measures with a "5" response. There are 
eighteen of those tables. Those tables were numbers 44, 
58, 60, 61, 67, 70, 74, 79, 80, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87, 89, 
90, 91 and 92. The variables for these tables were: 
1. Pay and benefits are adequate and acceptable. 
2. Reasonable, clearly defined goals are defined 
for the students and program. 
3. Students are used to identify potential stu¬ 
dents and explain program benefits. 
4. Membership is well balanced and represents the 
total agriculture and agribusiness community 
(consulting committee). 
5. Program goals and expectations are communi¬ 
cated to all concerned parties. 
6. Annual and long range program goals are re¬ 
vised and evaluated annually. 
7. Teacher evaluation is continuous with constant 
feedback to the teacher. 
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8. Advisory committee is active with specific and 
meaningful agenda items. 
9. Students are evaluated based upon jointly 
developed and identified expectations and 
competencies. 
10. Active meetings are held on a regular basis 
(adult/young farmer education). 
11. Teachers have input into the evaluation pro¬ 
cess. 
12. The curriculum is based on industry validated 
competencies. 
13. Parents are involved in SOEP activities. 
14. On-site visitations/home visitations are a 
necessity (adult/young farmer education). 
15. All people and groups that are associated with 
the program are involved in program planning. 
16. Student input and/or performance is considered 
when evaluating teachers. 
17. Adult/young farmer programs are locally 
planned by current and prospective students. 
18. The curriculum is based upon aState core 
curriculum. 
Those tables, taken with the two previous problem areas, 
mean that almost one-third of the survey items had at 
least one group responding with a "Don't Know" or "No 
Opinion". 
Program coordinators, teachers, administrators, and 
others may be interested in which practices were perceived 
as most important by the respondent groups in Survey II. 
This information may be useful in emphasizing positive 
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aspects of a particular program, whether for merit, or for 
improvement, to particular constituency groups. The 
following tables list the top ten variables as ranked for 
importance by each of the respondent groups. 
The one variable which was ranked in the top ten 
variables for importance for all seven respondent groups 
was "The instructional program is well balanced and in¬ 
cludes leadership development, work experience, and 
technical skill training". Apparently all seven groups 
would seem to agree that the vocational agriculture pro¬ 
gram should contain the generally recognized component 
parts; Supervised Occupational Experience Program (SOEP or 
work experience), Future Farmers of America (FFA or the 
leadership component), and classroom/laboratory training 
(the technical skill training). 
It would appear that overall the respondents 
thought programs were well balanced as they ranked it 
third overall in frequency of use (see Appendix D, 
Table 28). 
Overall the seven tables (Tables 20-26) show much 
simularity in responses between groups with a high degree 
of concern for teacher preparation and dedication, support 
from the community and school staff, and a desire for a 
strong, well run, and balanced program. 
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TABLE 20 
IMPORTANCE RANKING OF SURVEY VARIABLES 
BY TEACHER RESPONDENT CATEGORY 
Rank Variable 
1 Teachers are well prepared and dedicated. 
2 Teacher has technical knowledge in area and is pro¬ 
fessionally competent. 
3 There is a well-planned, strong vocational agricul¬ 
ture program. 
4 The teacher is well organized and competent. 
5 The instructional program is well balanced and in¬ 
cludes leadership development, work experience, 
and technical skill training. 
6 The instructional program is adjusted to changing 
employment conditions. 
7 There is an active, high quality program available. 
8 All students are required to keep records on an 
approved SOEP. 
9 Supportive school climate, including parents and 
administrators, is evident. 
10 Student achievements are recognized and rewarded. 
TABLE 21 
IMPORTANCE RANKING OF SURVEY VARIABLES 
BY STUDENTS 
Rank Variable 
1 Student achievements are recognized and rewarded. 
2 Equipment and facilities for vocational agriculture 
are kept up-to-date. 
3 The program is interesting and well planned. 
4 The teacher is well organized and competent. 
5 Adequate financing is provided for the program to 
operate effectively. 
6 The local school administration knows what is occur¬ 
ring within the program. 
7 All students are required to keep records on an 
approved SOEP. 
8 Program completers/graduates are successful. 
9 Teachers are well prepared and dedicated. 
10 The instructional program is well balanced and in¬ 
cludes leadership development, work experience, 
and technical skill training.  
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TABLE 22 
IMPORTANCE RANKING OF SURVEY VARIABLES 
BY GRADUATED STUDENTS 
Rank Variable 
1 Teachers are well prepared and dedicated. 
2 The instructional program is well balanced and in¬ 
cludes leadership development, work experience, 
and technical skill training. 
3 Teacher had technical knowledge in area and is pro¬ 
fessionally competent. 
4 Students actively participate in lessons (hands-on 
learning) 
5 The teacher is well organized and competent. 
6 All students are required to keep recordson an 
approved SOEP. 
7 There is a well-planned, strong vocational agricul¬ 
ture program. 
8 Students are supported in finding and developing 
appropriate SOEPs. 
9 Evaluation includes SOEP and FFA activities. 
10 Community resources (students, parents, FFA Alumni, 
resource people) are used. 
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TABLE 23 
IMPORTANCE RANKING OF SURVEY VARIABLES 
BY PARENTS 
Rank Variable 
1 The teacher is well organized and competent. 
2 Students actively participate in lessons (hands-on 
learning) 
3 Teachers are well prepared and dedicated. 
4 The instructional program is well balanced and 
includes leadership development, work experience, 
and technical skill training. 
5 There is a well-planned, strong vocational agri¬ 
culture program. 
6 Supportive school climate, including parents and 
administrators, is evident. 
7 Behavioral expectations are set realistically and 
enforced. 
8 The instructional program is relevant to the real 
needs of agriculture in the community. 
9 Shop and classroom time are well organized. 
10 Students are supported in finding and developing 
appropriate SOEPs. 
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TABLE 24 
IMPORTANCE RANKING OF SURVEY VARIABLES 
BY CONSULTING COMMITTEES 
1 There is a well-planned, strong vocational agricul¬ 
ture program. 
2 Supportive school climate, including parents and 
administrators, is evident. 
3 The instructional program is relevant to the real 
needs of agriculture in the community. 
4 There is a well planned, year-round recruitment pro¬ 
gram in place and operating constantly. 
5 The instructional program is well balanced and 
includes leadership development, work experience, 
and technical skill training. 
6 Pay and benefits are adequate and acceptable. 
7 Behavioral expectations are set realistically and 
enforced. 
8 All students are required to keep records on an 
approved SOEP. 
9 There is an active, high quality program available. 
10 Student achievements are recognized and rewarded. 
TABLE 25 
IMPORTANCE RANKING OF SURVEY VARIABLES 
BY ADMINISTRATORS 
Rank Variable 
1 Supportive school climate, including parents and 
administrators, is evident. 
2 Student achievements are recognized and rewarded. 
3 Equipment and facilities for vocational agriculture 
are kept up-to-date. 
4 Teachers are well prepared and dedicated. 
5 The instructional program is well balanced and 
includes leadership development, work experience, 
and technical skill training. 
6 The program is interesting and well planned. 
7 The teacher is well organized and competent. 
8 Teacher has technical knowledge in area and is pro¬ 
fessionally competent. 
9 Adequate financing is provided for the program to 
operate effectively. 
10 The instructional program is relevant to the real 
needs of agriculture in the community._ 
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TABLE 26 
IMPORTANCE RANKING OF SURVEY VARIABLES 
BY AGRICULTURALLY RELATED INDIVIDUALS 
Rank Variable 
1 The instructional program is well balanced and 
includes leadership development, work experience, 
and technical skill training. 
2 Teachers are well prepared and dedicated. 
3 Teacher has technical knowledge in area and is pro¬ 
fessionally competent. 
4 There is a well planned, strong vocational agricul¬ 
ture program. 
5 Students are supported in finding and developing 
appropriate SOEPs. 
6 Supportive school climate, including parents and 
administrators, is evident. 
7 Student achievements are recognized and rewarded. 
8 Equipment and facilities for vocational agriculture 
are kept up-to-date. 
9 The program is interesting and well planned. 
10 Pay and benefits are adequate and acceptable. 
Discussion of Variables 
Survey II 
The individual variables, or practices, are 
discussed in the following section. The statistics quoted 
can be found in Appendix D, were there is one table for 
each variable. 
"Teachers are well prepared and dedicated" was the 
practice which was ranked most important by the overall 
mean (Mean=1.29, Table 27, Appendix D). This practice was 
viewed as very important by each group of respondents with 
the recently graduated students giving the highest level 
of importance. Except for the consulting committee mem- 
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bers variance (SD=1.35) there were relatively small 
standard deviations (SD) which showed a general agreement 
on this item within groups. A significant difference was 
noted between the agricultural graduate and consulting 
committee groups. 
The data presented in Appendix D, Table 28, show 
the recently graduated students had the highest mean 
(X=1.03) for the practice "The instructional program is 
well balanced and includes leadership development, work 
experience, and technical skill training". This is in 
sharp contrast to the current students who had the lowest 
mean (X=1.53) and greatest variation (SD=.80) of all the 
respondent groups. Additionally, the current students 
were the only group that had any members give the practice 
a ranking of "5" (Not Important). The difference between 
current and graduated students was significantly 
different. A "well balanced instructional program" ranked 
third for frequency of use although it would appear that 
24.3 percent (Table 28) of the respondents thought their 
program used this practice sometimes or infrequently. 
"Student achievements are recognized and rewarded," 
is the first practice in which there was not a significant 
difference between any of the respondent groups, Appendix 
D, Table 29. This may be important information in terms 
of analyzing the responses for use as criteria to 
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evaluate/improve programs since all respondent groups 
agreed on the importance of this issue (ranking it third 
overall). However, Table 29 also shows a ranking dif¬ 
ference between groups varying from 1st (students) to 11th 
(graduates and administrators). The reader should note 
the agreement between students and administrators as well 
as the difference in rankings between students and their 
parents as this pattern was evident in many of the prac¬ 
tices in the study. This practice ranked first for it's 
frequency of use. 
In the data for "The teacher is well organized and 
competent," displayed in Appendix D, Table 30, there was a 
significant difference found in means between the parents 
and the agriculturally related community group. This dif¬ 
ference was found in the group rankings as well (parents 
1st, agriculturally related 32nd). It may be of interest 
to note that "The teacher is well organized and competent" 
ranked 4th overall in importance, yet only 10th in actual 
frequency of use, which followed the same pattern as did 
"Teachers are well prepared and dedicated", (Appendix D, 
Table 28). 
The data presented for "Teacher has technical 
knowledge in area and is professionally competent" 
(Appendix D, Table 31) show the groups being relatively 
close together in means but having some large differences 
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in variations (SDs range from .39 to .78) as well as in 
the degree of variable importance (freguency of 
responses). The reader should note that the recent 
graduates again had the highest mean score (X=1.10) and 
that teachers ranked this practice the highest among all 
respondent groups. The only groups that differed signifi¬ 
cantly in group means were the present and graduated 
agriculture students. There was considerable difference 
in the response of the agriculturally related group 
between this item (ranked 3rd) and the previous practice 
(Teachers are well organized and competent, ranked 32nd). 
Both items deal with teacher competency yet the practice 
concerning technical knowledge was ranked significantly 
higher. There also was some difference in the rankings of 
these two items by parents (Appendix D, Table 30 was 
ranked 1st, this item ranked 12th) and students (4th and 
12th, respectively). From the frequency of use responses 
it would appear that the respondents felt their teachers 
are more technically and professionally competent than 
they are well organized and competent. 
No statistically significant differences were found 
between demographical group means concerning the practice 
"Equipment and facilities for vocational agriculture are 
kept up-to-date" (Appendix D, Table 32). In group 
rankings, the students and administrators ranked this item 
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very high while the parents were the lowest ranking group 
(Rank=16). This item is currently being used in Connecti¬ 
cut's program evaluation procedure and is fairly easy to 
evaluate. Therefore it may be of interest for readers to 
note the difference in rankings between freguency of use 
(Rank=23) and importance (Rank=6, overall). 
No significant differences were found between 
respondent groups in means relating to the importance of 
"The program is interesting and well planned" (Appendix D, 
Table 33). In overall rankings this item was 7th while in 
frequency of use it was ranked 11th. What is of primary 
interest in Table 33 was the large difference between 
current and graduated students. 
The data in Appendix D, Table 34 seem to suggest a 
splitting of interest with regard to "There is a well- 
planned, strong vocational agriculture program" in that 
teachers and consulting committee members have two of the 
highest means and rankings while students and administra¬ 
tors have the two lowest means and rankings. The fre¬ 
quency of use ranking for this item (7th) was almost 
identical to the importance ranking (8th). It may be 
important to note the differences in group rankings 
between this item and the variable in Appendix D, Table 33 
(The program is interesting and well planned). These 
differences may be summed up by noting that there was 
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almost a complete reversal of the high and low group 
rankings. That is, those groups on the lower end of the 
rankings, for example the parents and the consulting com¬ 
mittee, ranked the item in Appendix D, Table 35, 15th in 
importance and the item in Appendix D, Table 60, 1st, yet 
the items were closely related. 
The item, "Students actively participate in lessons 
(hands-on learning)" was interesting because it was the 
first time in which there is a difference between the 
respondents who are agriculturally related and those who 
are not (Appendix D, Table 35). Surprisingly the non- 
agricultural respondents had the higher mean (X=1.3), 
something the researcher would not have expected. The 
reader may also wish to note that there is a relatively 
large difference in variation between the two groups 
(SD=.72 for agriculturally employed versus .46 for non- 
agriculturally employed). This may point to a better con¬ 
census between agriculturally employed respondents for the 
need for hands-on training. Another interesting aspect of 
the data in this table is the statistically significant 
difference in responses graduated students (X=1.17) and 
the current agriculture students (X=1.57). The frequency 
of use ranking was fifth with nearly 83 percent of the 
respondents saying that this item was always or often used 
in the programs with which they were most familiar, 
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demonstrating that students in vocational agriculture 
programs are seen as "learning by doing". 
The data for the practice "All students are 
required to keep records on an approved SOEP" show a 
significant difference in both the means and rankings of 
the administration group and all other groups (Appendix D, 
Table 36). Table 36 has the frequency of use ranked 2nd 
in comparison to the overall importance ranking of 10th. 
It would appear from this information that the practice of 
keeping records on an approved SOE project is done very 
frequently but administrators did not consider this a top 
priority. This was noted by the difference between 
administrators and the consulting committee members. 
There are several interesting findings in Appendix 
D, Table 37, "Supportive school climate, including parents 
and administrators, is evident." The consulting committee 
had the highest average (X=1.17) and the lowest variation 
(SD=.39), possibly a measure of their perceptions of the 
role of a consulting committee. The administrative group 
ranked this item first in importance within their own 
group and as a group had the second highest mean ()!=1.29). 
The students, both current and graduated, had the lowest 
means and rankings. The only statistically significant 
differences were found between the agriculture students 
and parents and between the agriculture students and the 
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consulting committee members. 
The data in Appendix D, Table 38 show that there 
were no significant differences in means between respon¬ 
dent groups on "Adequate financing is provided for the 
program to operate effectively." In terms of ranking it 
appears that students and administrators were in general 
agreement on the importance of adequate financing while 
teachers, parents, graduated students, and consulting 
committee groups form a second cluster which felt the item 
was not as important. The data also suggest that adequate 
financing was met fairly frequently by programs although 
10.5 percent of the respondents didn't know whether their 
program received adequate financing. 
There were no significant differences between the 
means for importance of respondent groups for the item, 
"The local school administration knows what is occurring 
within the program". Again within group rankings one 
finds the administrators (Importance Ranking of 11th) and 
students (Importance Ranking of 6th) had a high regard for 
this item as opposed to that of the teachers, graduated 
students, parents, and consulting committees (Appendix D, 
Table 39). It would seem by looking at the frequency 
response that not all school administrators were aware of 
what occurs in their respective vocational agriculture 
programs, a suggestion that showed up previously related 
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to SOEPs. 
There appears to be no significant difference in 
importance means between those people who were employed in 
agriculture versus those who were not employed in agricul¬ 
ture for the variable "Students are supported in finding 
and developing SOEPs" (Appendix D, Table 40). The means 
of the present students (X=1.66) and administrators 
(X=l.7 5) are very close and at the bottom of the respon¬ 
dent groups. Significant differences were found between 
the current students and teachers as well as between the 
administrators and all groups except current students. In 
reviewing group rankings it can easily be determined that 
the administrative group gave this item the lowest ranking 
compared with prior students and agriculturally related 
people who gave this item a relatively high ranking. The 
frequency response ranking is eighth with over 70 percent 
of the respondents replying that this practice is always 
or often used in those programs with which they are 
familiar. 
Appendix D, Table 41 shows no significant dif¬ 
ference between groups concerning means related to the 
importance of "Program completers/graduates are suc¬ 
cessful". Students and administrators ranked this item 
higher than the other groups. What was interesting to the 
researcher is that this item was ranked 15th (in impor- 
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tance) when the intent of the programs is generally 
thought to be the development of successful program 
graduates. However the frequency response did show that 
80 percent of the respondents stated this practice 
occurred within their programs on a fairly regular basis 
(frequency responses were sometimes, often, or always 
used). On the other hand, more than 14 percent of respon¬ 
dents were unaware of whether their program completers 
were successful. 
The information in Appendix D, Table 42, "There is 
an active, high quality program available (student 
recruitment/enrollment)," is notable for the consistency 
of the various group responses between their rankings, 
means, and frequency of responses. The administrator's 
responses (Rank=34 and X=1.71) for example, are differ 
sharply with those of the teachers (Rank=7 and X=1.30). 
There was no significant difference between the 
responses of those employed in agriculture and those not 
employed in agriculture for the variable "There is a 
positive program image communicated to the community" as 
shown in Table 43. Note the agreement between parents 
(Rank=13), graduated students (Rank=12), teachers 
(Rank=ll) and administrators (Rank=14) on this item. 
Significant differences were found between current 
students and teachers and between current and graduated 
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students. The frequency of use data showed that almost 
10 percent of respondents thought this practice was infre¬ 
quently used in their programs. 
"Pay and benefits are adequate and acceptable" was 
a noteworthly variable primarily because of the large 
percentage (19%) of "no opinions" shown for the students 
(Table 44). This may have been the result of lack of 
knowledge on the part of the students. It is also 
interesting to note the low frequency rate (32%) of "very 
important" given by the administrators to this item as 
compared to the teacher frequency rate (65%) and 
consulting committee frequency rate (71%) for "very 
important". However statistical differences were only 
found between students and both teachers and consulting 
committee members. In terms of the frequency with which 
the respondents thought their programs had adequate pay 
and benefits the data show a frequency ranking of 24th. 
This may have changed recently with the implementation of 
Connecticut's minimum teaching salaries. 
The information on "The instructional program is 
relevant to the real needs of agriculture in the communi¬ 
ty" shows a large difference of opinion between current 
students (X=2.00) and all other respondent groups 
excepting administrators and agriculturally related 
individuals. Additionally, it is interesting to note that 
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there was no significant difference between the 
respondents in terms of agricultural employment (see 
Appendix D, Table 45), something the author would not have 
foreseen at the start of the study. It is interesting to 
note that the respondents ranked program relevancy 15th in 
frequency of use which compares closely to the ranking of 
19th which it received for importance. 
The data in Appendix D, Table 46, "Behavioral 
expectations are set realistically and enforced," seem to 
be in line with the results of other surveys in which 
parents view discipline and student behavior as a high 
priority item. The data also suggest this item was of 
less concern to administrators (Rank=35) and agricul¬ 
turally related individuals (Rank=34). Current students 
seemed to be the least concerned of all the groups with an 
item ranking of 59th which is very different from that of 
the graduated students (Rank=14). This difference between 
current and graduated students, on this variable as well 
as others, may be an important key in program evaluation. 
The data show this practice was seen as being used 
frequently in programs by over half of the respondents. 
"Shop and classroom time are well organized" is a 
high priority item with parents (Rank=9) and graduated 
students (Rank=14) yet as a group the current students 
ranked this item 33rd. As shown in Appendix D, Table 47, 
118 
the consulting committee group also gave this item a 
relatively low ranking (Rank=33). it comes as no surprise 
then that well organized classroom and lab time was ranked 
28th for frequency of use. Statistical differences were 
found between current students and both graduated students 
and parents. 
"Parents are kept informed about the program and 
their children" seems to be a true statement as the 
frequency response from Appendix D, Table 48 shows 
(Rank=17). The importance measures displayed in Table 48 
show differences in opinions between parents and both 
students and agriculturally related individuals. 
There appeared to be some agreement between 
teachers, students, and graduates concerning the impor¬ 
tance ranking of keeping parents informed (see Appendix D, 
Table 48). The variable ranked 22nd overall in importance 
and this seems to be reflected in the frequency of use 
statistics (Rank=17). 
There seemed to be no significant difference 
between respondent group means for the variable "FFA acti¬ 
vities are member centered and managed" (see Appendix D, 
Table 49). 
"People are made aware of student successes" is 
ranked very low by current students (Importance Rank=50) 
and much higher by other groups (although the only 
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significant difference was found between graduated stu¬ 
dents and consulting committee members). The group 
rankings for this item vary considerably with a distinct 
grouping of teachers, consulting committees, and admini¬ 
strators at the high end—thereby considering the dis¬ 
semination of information on student successes to be 
important in program success. On the low side of the 
scale a collection of parents, students, and agricul¬ 
turally related individuals is discernable. 
There appears to be considerable difference in the 
level of importance attached to the variable "On-site 
visits/supervision by Vo-Ag instructor are done four times 
yearly" by the various respondent groups (see Appendix D, 
Table 51). Those employed in agriculture gave this prac¬ 
tice a higher mean (X=1.52) than those not employed in 
agriculture (X=1.77). Differences were noted in the 
responses of parents and consulting committee members. 
The groups having control of program updating, 
whether curriculum, equipment, facilities, or staff 
development, ranked "The instructional program is adjusted 
to changing employment conditions" quite highly in terms 
of importance. These groups would appear to be teachers 
(Rank=6) and administrators (Rank=19) with the possibility 
(or by common and legal definitions) of the consulting 
committee playing a role (Rank=25). An interesting facet 
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is that statistically the current students differed from 
the teacher and parent groups. Yet with these high 
importance rankings, the practice was used infreguently 
(Frequency of Use Rank=53). 
For the practice "There is a well planned, year- 
round recruitment program in place and operating 
constantly," significant differences were found between 
the teacher and graduated student groups (see Appendix D, 
Table 53). 
"Lesson plans are developed and utilized for all 
instruction" was a variable which ranged in ranking of 
importance from a high of 27 (students and administrators) 
to a low of 40 (agriculturally related individuals) with 
an overall ranking of 28th (see Appendix D, Table 54). A 
significant statistical difference was noted between cur¬ 
rent and graduated students for this item. Yet respon¬ 
dents in total ranked the use of lesson plans quite high 
(Frequency of Use Rank=19). 
The student ranking for "The program is seen as an 
integral part of district educational offerings" was the 
lowest of all respondent groups (Importance rank=39, 
Appendix D, Table 55) and the student mean was signifi¬ 
cantly different from the consulting committee mean. This 
lack of concern seems to be evident in the frequency of 
use for an integrated program (Rank=54). 
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In Appendix D, Table 56, a difference of opinion was 
found between graduated students and both the agricul- 
related and consulting committee groups in terms 
of the importance of setting priorities and following 
through on them. When the importance rank of students 
(14), graduated students (25), and administrators (21) is 
compared to the freguency of use rank (39), the setting of 
priorities might be considered overused by these groups. 
The graduated students ranked "The vocational agriculture 
facilities are neat and attractive" 55th in importance 
(Appendix D, Table 57). This was different from the 
teachers and agriculturally related groups who viewed this 
practice as being more important. 
Parents (Importance Rank=28) and graduated students 
(Importance Rank=26) were the most concerned with clearly 
defined goals; the consulting committee (Importance 
Rank=40) and administration (Importance Rank=41) were the 
least concerned (see Appendix D, Table 58). Statistical 
differences were found only between current and graduated 
agriculture students. The lack of concern by those par¬ 
ties involved in goal setting was evidenced by this prac¬ 
tice's low frequency of use rating (Rank=43). 
"Evaluation includes SOEP and FFA activities" was a 
variable in which respondent groups had a wide range of 
means and ranking for importance (see Appendix D, Table 
122 
59). Statistical differences were found between the 
graduated students and both the consulting committee and 
the administrative group. Graduated students had the 
highest importance rank (9). The next nearest group was 
current students (Rank=20). Other groups had lower ranks 
of importance, with administration (56) being the lowest. 
The reader can easily discern that the students' rankings 
are much closer to the actual use ranking (12) than that 
of the other groups. Evidently teachers are using the FFA 
and SOEP for student evaluations even if it is not one of 
their highest priority items. Table 59 is significant in 
that it marks the end of the top 50 percent of responses. 
Teachers (Rank=13) contrased sharply with the 
administrative group (Rank=50) on the variable "Students 
are used to identify potential students and explain pro¬ 
gram benefits" (see Appendix D, Table 60). 
"Membership is well balanced and represents the 
total agriculture and agribusiness community (consulting 
committee)" appeared important to graduated students, 
consulting committee members, and agriculturally related 
people (Importance Rank=22, 22, and 25, respectively). 
This also seemed to hold for those employed in agriculture 
(X=l.64) versus those who were not (X=1.82). The data 
show a large percentage of "No Opinion" or "No Response1 
answers to this item (see Table 61), perhaps a reflection 
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of a lack of knowledge concerning what was, and who was 
on, a consulting committee. This observation also seems 
to hold true for the frequency of use responses. There 
statistically significant differences found between 
the graduated students and both the current students and 
parents. 
There was a perceived difference in the importance 
of "Individual goals and objectives are set by students 
and met regularly" between those employed (”x=1.78) versus 
those not employed in agriculture (X=1.60). This dif¬ 
ference may be statistically valid but in reviewing the 
frequency of responses (see Appendix D, Table 62) it would 
not appear to be divergent enough to cause problems in 
program planning. As might be expected students ranked 
the practice of individual goals and objectives being set 
by themselves higher (Importance Rank=21) than did any 
other respondent group. This variable's overall impor¬ 
tance ranking of 36th nearly matches its frequency of use 
ranking of 35th showing that it appeared to be used in 
accordance with how important it was perceived to be. 
It would seem that there was a general agreement 
between parents (Rank=19), administrators (Rank=31), and 
agriculturally related individuals (Rank=26) on the impor¬ 
tance of the variable "Policies, rules and/or regulations 
for the maintenance of the facilities are clearly identi- 
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fied" (see Appendix D, Table 63). Parents (Rank=40) and 
consulting committees (Rank=36) perceived this variable as 
less important. 
No significant differences in means were found 
between respondent groups with regard to the practice "A 
good/ active advisory council is used that has the oppor¬ 
tunity to make real decisions." There were differences in 
group rankings but it would appear that the practice is 
used consistently with how important it was perceived to 
be (see Appendix D, Table 64, Importance Rank=38, 
Frequency of Use Rank=41). 
The data for "FFA and SOEP are used to measure 
student growth" (see Appendix D, Table 65) showed a sub¬ 
stantial difference in the graduated students' level of 
importance (X=1.45) for this item compared to both the 
consulting committee (X=1.93) and the administrator 
(X=l.84) groups. The information displayed in Table 65 
seems to show a dichotomy between the teachers' level of 
importance (what they say, Rank=52) and the implementation 
of this practice (what they do. Frequency of Use Rank=14). 
Table 65 may also highlight the problem of certain groups 
understanding the roles of the FFA and SOEP due to the 
high percentage of "no opinion" responses. 
Respondent groups agreed on the importance of "FFA 
projects and activities contribute to the community" in 
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both group rankings and means (see Appendix D, Table 66). 
Exceptions to this agreement were found between the 
administrative group and both the teacher and graduated 
student groups. With this agreement it can also be seen 
that graduated students and consulting committee members 
were the only ones who ranked this practice in their top 
third of items in terms of importance (Rank=21 and 29, 
respectively). Again, on an individual program level, it 
would be interesting to note how this practice was used 
frequently (Rank=16) yet scored low for its level of 
importance by the people most affecting its implementation 
and performance. Additionally, this practice is bolstered 
by the National FFA Association though the Building Our 
American Community (BOAC) program. 
It was again found that a major difference existed 
between responses given by current students and former 
students, this time with regard to "Program goals and 
expectations are communicated to all concerned parties". 
Those differences are highlighted in Appendix D, Table 67 
where this practice was used less frequently (Rank=48) 
than one might expect considering its importance level to 
the teachers (Rank=37). 
According to the data presented in Appendix D, 
Table 68, there was a very large difference between the 
perceptions of former students (X=1.31)) and parents 
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(X=2.05) concerning the use of community resources. The 
practice seems to have been used as frequently as might be 
expected (Rank=48) given the overall importance ranking 
assigned to it. 
Parents and teachers were the groups found to be 
most supportive of evaluating students frequently (see 
Appendix D, Table 69). There was some disagreement in 
group means between the teacher and consulting committee 
respondent groups. The information in Table 70 suggests an 
agreement between graduated students (Rank=35), parents 
(Rank=31)/ and present students (Rank=33) in which they 
viewed "Annual and long range program goals are revised 
and evaluated annually" as being important. Yet statis¬ 
tically there were differences between the student and 
parent groups in addition to differences between the 
graduated student and consulting committee groups. 
Data are presented in Appendix D, Table 71 showing 
a general agreement between teachers, graduated students, 
and agriculturally related individuals concerning 
informing the community of program activities. The group 
rankings also show that present students and parents agree 
that this item is of low importance. Differences were 
noted in group means between the agriculture student and 
both graduated student and agriculturally related groups. 
Additionally, a significant difference was found between 
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teachers and parents for this practice. This practice is 
used often or always in approximately 50 percent of pro¬ 
grams, ranking 59th in use. Again, this presents a dif¬ 
ference between the level of importance and the frequency 
of use on the part of the teacher. 
Teachers (X=2.02) and consulting committee members 
(X=2.06) viewed "FFA activities complement and relate to 
curriculum" as less important than did graduated students 
(X=1.50). This practice would appear to be used fre¬ 
quently as shown by the frequency of use data (Rank=21, 
58% of responses were always or often used. Appendix D, 
Table 72). 
The data for the variable "The curriculum is 
updated to reflect current community needs every year" as 
presented in Appendix D, Table 73 appears to place 
parents, consulting committee members, and agriculturally 
related people in one group by mean responses; and 
teachers, administrators and students in another group. 
There was a statistical difference between student and 
consulting committee groups for group means. In terms of 
ranking one can see that the largest difference was 
between parents (Rank=25) and graduated students (Rank=58) 
with the remaining groups having largely sided with the 
graduated students. The data show that this item is used 
relatively infrequently, ranking 55th in frequency of use. 
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A difference was found between the consulting 
committee and agriculturally related respondent groups in 
looking at the importance of teacher evaluation. It 
appeared (Appendix D, Table 74) that current students 
(Rank=59) had the least concern for, or perhaps the least 
knowledge of whether teacher evaluation was continuous 
with feedback to the teacher. Also from Table 74, it is 
interesting to note that the teachers' rating of this 
statement (Rank= 51) put them in the bottom half of the 
responding groups regarding the importance of teacher 
evaluation. In looking at both the means and group 
rankings, it would appear that parents, administrators, 
and agriculturally related individuals viewed teacher 
evaluation as highly important. While this appears to be 
so, the frequency of use data showed this item to be used 
often or always by less than 50 percent of the schools 
(Rank=56). 
The administrators had the lowest measured level of 
response (Rank=61, X=1.70) regarding the importance for 
the statement "The program, teachers, and students are 
highly visible in the community" (see Appendix D, Table 
75). This was different from the teacher group (X=1.66, 
Rank=4). There was also a significant difference found 
between current and graduated student groups. The current 
student and parent groups were very close to the 
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administrators' mean. 
No significant difference was found between res¬ 
pondent group means regarding "Parents are involved in 
program activities and have frequent interaction with 
instructional staff"(see Appendix D, Table 76). it is 
interesting that the students ranked this item higher than 
any other group, a change from previous practices dealing 
with the involvement of parents and other outside groups. 
It appears that parents were involved in the programs 
according to the respondents (Frequency of Use Rank=47, 
53% of the responses were for always or often used). 
No significant difference was found in responses to 
"There is a planned, year-round publicity program being 
used constantly" between employment groups (agriculturally 
employed versus nonagriculturally employed, see Appendix 
D, Table 77). In terms of group breakdown there are some 
significant differences, primarily between the teacher 
group (X=1.56) and both the parents (X=2.17) and the 
agriculture students (X=1.99). It may be interesting to 
note that the consulting committee group ranked this item 
very low (Rank=59). There appears to be a great difference 
between the teacher's stated level of importance (Rank=31) 
and the actual implementation of this practice (Frequency 
of Use Rank=64). 
The data for "All students are required to parti- 
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cipate not just belong (FFA)" show minor differences in 
mean scores between the various respondent groups (see 
Appendix D, Table 78). A significant difference was noted 
between parent and agriculturally related groups. The 
frequency of use data seem to suggest that this item was 
found to be used always or often by just over 50 percent 
of the respondents. 
The one thing to look at in Appendix D, Table 78 is 
the large variations for teachers (SD=.85), students 
(SD=1.90) and administration members (SD=1.86). Each of 
these groups had some members who responded that this item 
was not important, 20.7% of the graduated students. 
"The advisory committee is active with specific and 
meaningful agenda items" (Appendix D, Table 79) was viewed 
significantly different by several groups. The teachers 
had a difference of opinion with both the parent and 
administrative groups. There was also disagreement 
between graduated students (X=1.66) and consulting commit¬ 
tee members (X=2.19). 
Administrators felt that "Students are evaluated 
based upon jointly developed and identified expectations 
and competencies" was an important practice (Rank=28). No 
other respondent group felt that strongly about student 
evaluation. In this instance, the frequency of use sta¬ 
tistics (Rank=52) corresponds more closely with the 
131 
groups which ranked this practice as relatively unimpor¬ 
tant. Appendix D, Table 80 also appears to have a large 
percentage of groups with a "5" or "No Opinion" response. 
This may be indicative of a lack of knowledge concerning 
this particular practice. 
The importance of "Teachers remain teaching in the 
same program for several years" was quite similar across 
respondent groups with no significant difference shown 
between groups in regards to this practice (see Appendix 
D, Table 81). Table 81 does show an extremely large 
difference between the importance ranking overall 
(Rank=55) and the frequency of use ranking (Rank=9). 
"Community resources are widely utilized" seemed to 
be more important to graduated students (Rank=44) and 
agriculturally related community people (Rank=36), at 
least as perceived by parents (Rank=65, see Appendix D, 
Table 82). Teachers (Rank=53) and parents had differences 
in group means for this item. 
The data presented in Appendix D, Table 83, "Active 
meetings are held on a regular basis (adult/young farmer 
education)" show an extremely high response rate for "No 
Opinion" which may point out that many individuals are not 
familiar with the adult and young farmer program. It is 
also interesting to note the difference between teachers 
(X=2.10) and graduated students (X=1.65) for this 
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practice. 
The administration (Rank=22) "viewed teachers have 
input into the evaluation process" as more important than 
the other respondent groups while the consulting committee 
group had the lowest rank (Rank=64, Appendix D, Table 84). 
The only statistically significant difference was found 
between the administrator and graduated student group 
means. It would appear that the frequency of use data 
(Rank=36) supports the administrative viewpoint although 
this may be skewed towards this ranking by the large 
percentage (25.7%) of respondents who answered with a 
response of "Don't Know". 
The variable "The curriculum is based on industry 
validated competencies" is viewed very differently in 
terms of importance by those respondents employed in agri¬ 
culture (X=2.10) and those respondents not employed in 
agriculture (X=1.74). In Appendix D, Table 85, data are 
presented which appear to show that agriculturally 
employed respondents saw less need for basing agricultural 
teaching on industry valiated competencies than do those 
respondents not employed in agriculture. In terms of 
rankings, parents (Rank=36), consulting committee members 
(Rank=35), and administrators (Rank=36) appeared to have 
similar feelings towards the importance of basing curricu¬ 
lum on industry validated competencies. Differences were 
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noted between many of the groups for this practice. 
However, this table may have limited use in describing 
programs or groups because of the high percentage of 
individuals responding with "No Opinion" or "Don't Know" 
responses to this item. 
The data in Appendix D, Table 86 for the variable 
"Parents are involved in SOEP activities" show that agri¬ 
culturally employed respondents viewed this item as more 
important than the non—agriculturally employed respon¬ 
dents. It is also important to recognize that both stu¬ 
dents and their parents viewed this item similarly 
(Rank=66 and 66, respectively), that is, of lower impor¬ 
tance than did the other groups in this study. 
"On-site visitations/home visitations are a neces¬ 
sity (adult/young farmer education)" received a large 
percentage of "No Opinion" responses from all respondent 
groups (see Appendix D, Table 87). 
There appears to be no significant difference in 
respondent group means related to "Advisory committee 
meetings are regular (at least four times per year)," as 
shown in Appendix D, Table 88. 
Teachers (Rank=58), administrators (Rank=55) , and 
graduated students (Rank=57) viewed the practice "All 
people and groups that are associated with the program are 
involved in program planning" with a higher degree of 
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importance than did the agriculturally related group (see 
Appendix D, Table 89). 
"Student input and/or performance is considered 
when evaluating teachers" is ranked as important by only 
one group—graduated students (Rank=17, Appendix D, Table 
90) . The other respondent groups responded with a low 
ranking of importance for this practice. The anticipated 
result would be the low frequency of use response (Rank of 
65). This is almost surely not valid however, given the 
large percentages of responses for "Don't Know" and "No 
Response" (total=24.3%). 
"Adult/young farmer programs are locally planned by 
current and prospective students" is a practice which was 
viewed similarly by all respondent groups (no significant 
difference between means as shown in Appendix D, Table 
91) . This variable was ranked last for frequency of use 
(Rank=66) with "Don't Know" and "No Response" categories 
totaling 31 percent of the responses. The researcher 
would hypothesize that many vocational agriculture pro¬ 
grams didn't have adult/young farmer programs. 
The data for "The curriculum is based upon a state 
core curriculum" are important to program planners in that 
they show a general lack of concern for a core curriculum 
planned at the State level (see Appendix D, Table 92). 
The one exception to this were parents with a importance 
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ranking of 35th. What is most interesting was the level 
of importance attached to this item by consulting commit¬ 
tees and agriculturally related people, that is to say, 
very little (Rank of 66 for both). The frequency of use 
(Rank of 46) is also important, since this is an area 
which is heavily emphasized by the state consultant in 
vocational agriculture. 
Summary 
In Chapter IV, the results of two surveys were 
collated. Survey I, a somewhat structured open-ended 
questionnaire mailed to a national sample of teacher edu¬ 
cators, state consultants and FFA executive secretaries, 
was used as the basis for the second survey. Survey II, 
using interval scale responses, was mailed to several 
groups of individuals which were in some way related to 
vocational agriculture programs within the State of 
Connecticut. 
The results of Survey I are found in the titles of 
each of the 66 tables in Appendix D and in the questionnaire 
for Survey II and were summarized at the beginning of 
Chapter IV. The Survey II response data were entered into 
the University of Massachusetts computer, using the 
Statistical Package for the Social Services (SPSS) for 
analysis. Those results are reported in Tables 26 through 
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92 in Appendix D. 
Each item in the second survey had the mean, stan¬ 
dard deviation, and frequency of response calculated for 
each variable for both its importance and frequency of 
use. For the importance measure, an analysis of variance 
was conducted for two subqroupings of respondents--one 
group consisting of all respondents separated into whether 
they were agriculturally employed or not, the second group 
was the specific respondent categories (for example, 
teachers). The result of these statistical methods was a 
rank ordering of the importance of practices by subgroups 
and a rank ordering of the frequency of use by the total 
population sample. This allowed some general descriptive 
statements to be made regarding the use of these practices 
within the State of Connecticut, including which practices 
may be under- or overused. Additionally, some practices 
were identified as having high levels of respondents 
answering the survey with "Don't Know" or "No Opinion" 
responses, a possible problem area for some programs. 
Additionally, a post hoc "t" test was run on the data to 
identify which group responses were significantly dif¬ 
ferent. The results from this procedure were given to 
help programs pinpoint possible areas on which to concen¬ 
trate their efforts. 
While no specific solutions were identified and no 
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hypothesis proved or disproved, the results of the two 
surveys point out some areas into which individual pro¬ 
grams or program coordinators may wish to look in terms of 
strengthening weak areas. Additionally, these practices 
may be employed at many different levels as evaluative 
criteria in measuring how well a program may be doing, 
particularly in those areas which are not now formally 
being evaluated. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Introduction 
This chapter contains a summary of the research and 
results presented in the first four chapters. 
Additionally conclusions, implications, and recommenda¬ 
tions are drawn from the results which relate to the 
improvement and evaluation of vocational agriculture pro¬ 
grams. Lastly, this chapter provides some areas for pos¬ 
sible future research by the author or other interested 
parties. 
Summary 
In the State of Connecticut there are 21 vocational 
agriculture programs serving approximately 1,200 students 
in grades 9 through 12. These programs are funded by the 
state and must follow set guidelines and regulations in 
order to qualify for state support. Due to these factors 
the programs are quite similar throughout the state but do 
vary according to different interpretations and uses of 
the curriculum guidelines; due to different personalities, 
backgrounds, and teaching styles of the staff members; due 
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to different student interests and backgrounds; and due to 
different community resources available for each program 
to use. The basis for all programs remains a three-part 
approach to educating the students—the classroom/labora¬ 
tory component, the supervised occupational experience 
(SOE) component, and the Future Farmers of America (FFA) 
component. 
In today's educational environment it has become 
increasingly important to provide a high quality, 
effective program to meet both the needs of the students 
and the agricultural/agribusiness sector of the economy as 
well as fulfilling administrative requirements and public 
fiscal responsibilities. Due to decreasing enrollments 
and the national emphasis on excellence in education, it 
has become necessary to define and identify the charac¬ 
teristics of an effective vocational agriculture program. 
With these characteristics identified, individual programs 
may be evaluated and assisted in improving the educational 
delivery of skills, knowledge, and behavioral concepts 
needed by students in today's society. 
A literature review of which practices were needed 
to insure a successful program yielded several interesting 
findings. Among these were that the interrelationships 
between the three educational program components 
(classroom, SOEP, and FFA) and the community seemed to 
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play an important part in determining the success of 
programs. In reviewing evaluative criteria it was deter¬ 
mined that there were several reasons for performing an 
evaluation including legal requirements, program improve¬ 
ment, accreditation, public relations, and to meet the 
needs of the community and students. Additionally a list 
of 262 evaluative criteria related to vocational agricul¬ 
ture were reviewed with the final analysis being that they 
were of limited use in evaluating the success of a pro¬ 
gram—rather they were a measure of a program's potential 
for success. The author's viewpoint was that evaluation 
should be done to monitor how programs are progressing so 
that those aspects of a program which need improvement or 
updating can be modified. Thus evaluating only program 
facilities or potential neither measure successful prac¬ 
tices nor practices which are not implemented successfully 
yet impact on program success. 
The fact that these evaluative criteria only mea¬ 
sure a program's potential seemed to be borne out by a 
review of several reports on the state of education today. 
These reports defined educational excellence in slightly 
different forms but for the most part seemed to be saying 
that the system needed to be reformed and there was much 
improvement needed in order to provide the optimum 
learning environment for students. An example of 
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improving the learning environment would be to have indus¬ 
try and education work together, as well as providing 
opportunities for adult education and retraining, in 
reviewing prior research related to effective schools, it 
would appear that many of the effective practices are 
already being used by vocational education in agriculture, 
for example giving students incentives for using out-of¬ 
school opportunities to learn. These practices do not seem 
to be a part of the current evaluative process used in 
Connecticut's Vocational Agriculture program assessment. 
These practices may be difficult to evaluate, not only in 
the difficulty of measuring items such as sense of com¬ 
munity, but in the reluctance of some program administra¬ 
tors to change evaluative procedures in a time of 
decreasing enrollment and school budgets. A review of 
recent Gallup Polls concerning education showed that there 
are some major differences in opinion between what the 
public and the schools see as major concerns, for example 
the question of student discipline and parental involve¬ 
ment in school activities. 
Thus, the purpose of this research—the identifica¬ 
tion of successful practices in vocational agriculture 
fit quite neatly into prior research dealing with 
improving education. 
The research design for this study was a two-stage 
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mail survey. The first survey was conducted nationally 
with teacher educators and state consultants in vocational 
agricultural education as well as with state FFA executive 
secretaries. This survey asked participants to list the 
two most successful practices in vocational agriculture 
under each of 22 categories (yielding 44 practices). 
These results were then edited and tabulated with the 
three most frequently occuring practices in each category 
being used as the basis for the second survey. The second 
survey was mailed to teachers, administrators, parents, 
students, graduated students, advisory committee members, 
and community people--all of whom had some relationship 
with either vocational education in agriculture or with 
agriculture in Connecticut. This population was asked to 
rank, on an interval scale, the importance and frequency 
of use for each of the 66 identified practices. The data 
from this survey was then analyzed using the Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) at the University 
of Massachusetts' Computer Center. 
The result of this research is a listing, by impor¬ 
tance, of the 66 practices with means for each respondent 
group and an overall ranking of the frequency of use for 
each item. By reviewing these tables some important des¬ 
criptive information was gleaned. The first item of 
importance was that the national survey seemed to point 
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out six areas of major importance—in order of descending 
importance they are: teachers, community relations, cur¬ 
riculum, rules or regulations, facilities and equipment, 
an^/or total program success (tied with equal responses). 
Thus personnel and personal/professional relationships 
remain the most important aspects of successful vocational 
agriculture programs. 
In reviewing the results of the second survey, 
several descriptive measures were used. The first was the 
identification of practices which were ranked high in 
level of importance but low in frequency of use. These 
items were: 
1. Equipment and facilities for vocational 
agriculture are kept up-to-date. 
2. Supportive school climate, including parents and 
administrators, is evident. 
3. The instructional program is adjusted to changing 
employment conditions. 
4. The local school administration knows what is 
occurring within the program. 
5. There is a positive program image communicated to 
the community. 
6. The program is seen as an integral part of 
district educational offerings. 
7. There is a well planned, year-round recruitment 
program in place and operating constantly. 
8. People are made aware of student successes. 
The eight practices in this category would seem to be 
underutilized in relation to their importance. Thus it 
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would appear that these items should be reviewed by indi¬ 
vidual programs to see if they are appropriate to the 
program and whether further emphasis should be placed upon 
them in terms of evaluation. A second grouping resulted 
from those practices which received low measures of impor¬ 
tance but were used very frequently. This group consisted 
of the following nine items: 
1. Teachers remain teaching in the same program for 
several years. 
2. The curriculum is based upon a State core 
curriculum. 
3. Evaluation includes SOEP and FFA activities. 
4. Teachers have input into the evaluation process. 
5. Advisory committee meetings are regular (at least 
four times yearly). 
6. Advisory committee is active with specific and 
meaningful agenda items. 
7. FFA projects and activities contribute to the 
community. 
8. FFA and SOEP are used to measure student growth. 
9. FFA activities complement and relate to the 
curriculum. 
These practices need to be looked at in terms of whether 
too much emphasis is being placed upon them in light of 
the importance which is attached to each by the general 
survey population. 
Another group of practices was identified from the 
large percentage of respondents ranking the items with 
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either a "Don't Know" or "No Opinion". These items need 
to be reviewed by individual programs in relation to their 
own related populations to determine if more publicity or 
community involvement is needed to educate those popula¬ 
tions on various aspects of vocational agriculture. 
The data were reviewed for each practice by respon¬ 
dent groups. Those groups having significant differences 
between their responses for an item were tabulated and 
descriptive notes were made in Chapter IV. These dif¬ 
ferences were summarized by the number of practices on 
which groups differed as well as by the 12 practices 
having the largest number of differences. This listing 
may prove to be a useful guide for individual programs to 
use as a starting point for developing a stronger, more 
unified program. 
In general, the data gathered are descriptive of 
what is occurring throughout the State of Connecticut in 
regard to vocational education in agriculture. There are 
many different ways in which this information may be used, 
both on local and state levels. All of the practices are 
able to be implemented and evaluated, some with little 
difficulty and some with considerable effort. No practice 
in the research was deemed unimportant by the respondents, 
as the 66th ranked practice received a mean score of 2.20 
which roughly equals "Important" on the respondents' 
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scale. Individual teachers, program coordinators, or 
programs may be able to review the data and make in¬ 
ferences about their own procedures — and have the basis 
for evaluation and improvement of specific items as well 
as the overall program of vocational agricultural educa¬ 
tion. 
Implications 
There were several practices for which the research 
data suggested possible findings of importance in 
improving program performance. Not all of the implica¬ 
tions deal directly with program evaluation, but all 
impact upon how a program is seen by various respondent 
groups. 
The adminstrative respondent group ranked teacher 
input into the evaluative process and input on the program 
from community members involved in the program quite 
highly. At the same time, administrators ranked items 
such as involving students in the teacher evaluative pro¬ 
cess, helping students secure SOEP job sites, and FFA 
helping the community as being of little importance. 
From this information it appears that the administrative 
group played it safe, that is they responded positively to 
those practices which are more traditional to a formal 
school setting. This could bear on evaluation of 
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vocational agriculture programs in that many of the acti- 
vites undertaken in those programs do not easily conform 
to a "normal" school day or classroom setting. 
In three cases, the means form agriculturally 
related respondents differed from those of the consulting 
committee respondents. Two of these practices were 
related to teacher evaluation, both of which showed more 
positive responses from the agriculturally related group. 
Thus, it would appear that the consulting committee 
members, who should be agriculturally related, change as a 
result of their membership on the committee and become 
more conservative in the manner of the administrators as 
discussed previously. 
Involving all groups in program planning was ranked 
very low (Rank of 63) and used infrequently (Frequency 
Ranking of 60). Therefore, it would not seem beneficial 
to worry about this practice until one realizes that this 
is a requirement for establishing a program and therefore 
should have been implemented in every program. 
A very positive note was the overall ranking of 
sixth given to "Teachers are well prepared and dedicated" 
in regards to it's current frequency of use in vocational 
agriculture programs. Teachers would seem to be viewed by 
those individuals who worked closely with them as being 
well prepared and dedicated, one of the frequently talked 
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about traits found in successful educational environments. 
The data regarding a well balanced instructional 
program are cause for concern because they seem to show 
either a lack of program balance or a lack of awareness of 
how the program operates by those people who are highly 
involved in the programs. More than 24 percent of res¬ 
pondents (Appendix D, Table 28) thought their program used 
"The instructional program is well balanced and includes 
leadership development, work experience, and technical 
skill training" sometimes or infrequently. 
It appears that the groups which had the most 
frequent interaction with the teaching staff, and were 
affected most by their competence, are the groups which 
ranked "The teacher is well organized and competent" most 
highly. It also appears from the frequency of use data 
that vocational agriculture teachers are both competent 
and dedicated. (Appendix D, Tables 28 and 30) 
That students had the lowest mean and rankings 
related to a supportive school climate is evident, 
possibly due to a lack of understanding concerning the 
importance of a supportive school climate or as a result 
of viewing vocational agriculture as a substantially inde¬ 
pendent and different program. This seems to emphasize 
the need for having various participants and supporters 
understand the goals and objectives of the program. 
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It would appear that students did not support pro¬ 
gram publicity. in Table 26, it would appear that stu¬ 
dents were reluctant to have information about themselves 
shared with people outside of the program. This reluc¬ 
tance on the part of the students appears to tie into 
previous findings concerning their low rankings for posi¬ 
tive program image in the community as well as keeping 
their parents informed about themselves and the vocational 
agriculture program. 
Problems with involving parents in the vocational 
agriculture program may not be the fault of the teachers 
but rather the parents and students themselves. Thus it 
may prove to be difficult to involve parents in SOEPs if 
both the students and parents feel that this involvement 
is not important. This may be evidenced by the frequency 
of use response in Appendix D, Table 86 (rank=61). 
Conclusions 
What has been accomplished is the original intent 
of this research—the identification of those practices 
which are essential to the success of a vocational agri¬ 
cultural program. While several practices which were 
identified in this research are currently employed in 
program evaluation, they are in the minority and include 
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such items as keeping equipment and facilities up-to-date 
and those practices relating to advisory committees. Many 
other practices have been identified, and shown to be 
important to people related to vocational agriculture in 
Connecticut, that are not part and parcel of the stan¬ 
dardized evaluation process used in the state. it is 
these practices; for example, basing the curriculum on 
industry validated competencies or having FFA projects and 
activities contribute to the community, which can make a 
difference in the success of vocational agricultural 
education. 
Statewide, it would appear that vocational agricul¬ 
tural personnel should pay close attention to those prac¬ 
tices which received low importance rankings in relation 
to their frequency of use rankings, these being: 
1. Teachers remain teaching in the same program 
for several years. 
2. The curriculum is based upon a State core 
curriculum. 
3. Evaluation includes SOEP and FFA activities. 
4. Teachers have input into the evaluation 
process. 
5. Advisory committee meetings are regular (at 
least four times yearly). 
6. Advisory committee is active with specific and 
meaningful agenda items. 
7. FFA projects and activities contribute to the 
community. 
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8. FFA and SOEP are used to measure student 
growth. 
9. FFA activities complement and relate to the 
curriculum. 
Also those practices which received high importance 
rankings and low frequency of use levels should be 
reviewed. These were items: 
1 • Equipment and facilities for vocational 
agriculture are kept up-to-date. 
2. Supportive school climate, including parents 
and administrators is evident. 
3. The instructional program is adjusted to 
changing employment conditions. 
4. The local school administration knows what is 
occurring within the program. 
5. There is a positive program image communicated 
to the community. 
6. The program is seen as an intergral part of 
district educational offerings. 
7. There is a well planned, year-round recruitment 
program in place and operating constatly. 
8. People are made aware of student successes. 
Additionally, it would appear that state and local staff 
could better inform their constituents regarding program 
operations and performance, the large number (32) of items 
receiving responses which are the equivalent of don't know 
or care seems to be detrimental to any program's success 
and public relations activities. 
It would appear that the frequency of use numbers 
shows that many of the practices identified in the 
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research are being used and that the time is ripe for 
showing everyone that vocational agriculture is following 
many of the precepts outlined in the "excellence in educa¬ 
tion movement. For local programs this demonstration of 
program success is especially important in view of pos¬ 
sible program cutbacks—successful programs need to be 
expanded in this time of emphasis on educational 
excellence. 
Teachers (Rank of 66) and Administrators (Rank of 
66) felt that student input or performance should not be 
considered in teacher evaluation. Coupled with the sup¬ 
port that these two groups give to basing student evalua¬ 
tion on jointly identified expectations and competencies, 
these findings could lead one to conclude that the stu¬ 
dents should be held accountable for their actions but the 
teacher should not be held accountable (in terms of 
evaluation) for the same actions. 
There was a high level of use for practices related 
to measuring and evaluating student growth with FFA and 
SOEP activities, as well as for having FFA projects and 
activities contribute to the community. These practices 
ygf@ also deemed important by all groups with the 
exception of the administrators. It might benefit program 
staff to enlighten their administration as to the reasons 
that these practices are important. 
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The highest ranked practice in terms of usage was 
"Student achievements are recognized and rewarded," which 
would appear to show that those people involved with the 
program feel that students are receiving credit for their 
work and successess. 
Recommendations 
There are several recommendations for changes in 
evaluative procedures and program changes that appear to 
be suggested by the research findings. On an individual 
program or state level the following recommendations 
should be considered for implementation. 
Programs should investigate what programs or acti¬ 
vities the FFA and BOAC programs should emphasize in light 
of the support for BOAC on the national level and the 
varying responses in the research concerning "FFA projects 
and activities contribute to the community." Also related 
to this recommendation was the difference of opinion 
between the agriculturally related and non-agriculturally 
related groups concerning FFA activities relating to the 
curriculum. 
Many of the practices identified in the research 
need additional work to develop a means of implementation, 
appropriate evaluative criteria for each practice, and how 
to measure each practice's impact on improving program 
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success. This should be done at least on a local level 
but would be more appropriately done on the state level. 
Practices related to program operation (Appendix 
D, Tables 63 and 90) were ranked high by parents, yet did 
not appear to be used frequently or at least explained to 
the parents. Parental support can mean more than just the 
collection of tax dollars. It can, and perhaps should, 
include support of program policies with their children, 
the school administration, and the general public; as a 
functioning support group for help with various school and 
FFA activities; support of the program's public relations 
activities and recruitment; and as a vital component in 
making the program meaningful to the teachers, students, 
and community. Thus, parents need to be made more aware 
of how the program functions on a daily basis through 
whatever means can be devised on the local level. 
Differences between agriculture teachers and their 
former and/or present students were many. These dif¬ 
ferences included practices related to curriculum, FFA 
activities, positive program image, relevant instructional 
program, publicity program evident and in use, and cur¬ 
riculum based on industry validated competencies. Most of 
these practices were ranked as being more important by the 
teachers but had frequency of use rankings which were 
more closely related to the students' importance rankings. 
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The data therefore support the idea that teachers may use, 
or not use, practices without giving thought to the impor¬ 
tance of those practices concerning program success. 
Thus, teachers should review program practices in light of 
the research findings so that they can verbalize their 
reasonings for using, or not using, various identified 
practices. 
SOEPs are required by state statute in Connecticut 
vocational agriculture programs. Thus the ranking of 8th 
for the frequency of use for the practice concerning 
finding and developing student SOEPs is understandable. 
At the same time administrators ranked this item 18th 
(Appendix D, Table 40). A more supportive administration 
could help improve the implementation of this item which 
appeared to be a practice which should be used. Involving 
administrators in the program so that they understand the 
importance of SOEPs could help by having them support 
release time for supervising or developing SOEPs. 
Additionally, support of SOEPs by the administrators in 
the school and community would help bolster this practice. 
For administrators, this may point out the need for better 
communications between the vocational agriculture staff 
and administrators, perhaps in the area of job des¬ 
criptions and responsibilities. 
One area of program evaluation currently used by 
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the state relates to program facilities and equipment 
being up-to-date. This was also one of the practices in 
the study and received a frequency of use rank of 2 3rd and 
an overall importance rank of 6th. It would appear that 
this is one area which should therefore be used in local 
program evaluation, either by the vocational agriculture 
or> the administration. Administration review of 
this item may lend more credence to the need to modernize 
the facilities or equipment which generally takes extra 
finances not normally found in departmental budgets. 
"Students actively participate in lessons (hands-on 
learning)" was a practice which was used frequently but 
had some differences in rankings between respondent groups 
(Appendix D, Table 35). This could affect how the various 
groups evaluate program success and should be carefully 
considered when developing evaluative and public relations 
programs. 
It would appear that a supportive school climate is 
not evident in all programs (Frequency of Use Rank=40, 
Appendix D. Table 37). If a supportive school climate is 
seen as being important for reasons such as funding, 
community assistance, staff help, and program and student 
development, yet more than 3 6 percent of the programs are 
viewed as using this practice sometimes or infrequently 
then this is an area in which additional effort and 
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planning may pay handsome dividends to individual 
programs. 
Regarding student enrollment and recruitment 
(Appendix D, Table 42) there were some differences in 
respondent rankings regarding this practice's importance. 
In light of the low ranking by administrators and 
graduated agriculture students as compared to teachers, 
consulting committee members, and current students, this 
is an area in which effort should be placed by local 
program staff. Without the support of administrators and 
former students it is hard to know how a successful 
recruitment program can be operated to maintain knowledge 
of the program amoung potential students. 
A frequency of use rating of 53rd for adjusting the 
program to changing employment conditions (Appendix D, 
Table 52) compared to an overall importance ranking of 
26th would point out the need to put some effort into this 
practice. Thus program administrators on both local and 
state levels should evaluate programs in light of 
adjusting the program to employment conditions in terms of 
curriculum, equipment, facilities, and the staff's 
knowledge and instructional methodologies. 
There was a general concensus on the part of 
parents, administrators, and agriculturally related indi¬ 
viduals on the need to clearly identify policies, rules, 
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and regulations (Appendix D, Table 63). it seems that 
disseminating information on program policies, rules, and 
regulations would be a practice which could and should be 
implemented. 
These recommendations can be summed up quite well 
by reviewing two of the practices which were part of the 
research. These are "The program, teachers, and students 
are highly visible in the community" (Appendix D, Table 
75) and "There is a planned, year-round publicity program 
being used constantly (Appendix D, Table 77). There are 
two disturbing aspects to both of these tables, one is 
that those practices were seen as being used relatively 
infrequently (49th and 64th in Frequency of Use rankings) 
and were seen as being fairly unimportant (Importance 
Ranks of 49th and 51st overall). Many of the practices in 
the research appear to be related to public relations, 
since a program could be very good yet without positive 
public relations be relatively unknown. If FFA activi¬ 
ties, BOAC programs, SOEPs, supportive parents, positive 
school climate, and other items are of importance (which 
they are to the respondents according to the data 
presented), then something should be done to implement 
them. Without a publicity program in place success 
stories spread slowly or not at all. Program staff should 
keep this in mind and spend the time and effort required 
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to develop, maintain, and improve their program's 
publicity/public relations program. 
Limitations 
Due to the nature of the research, its applica¬ 
bility to other areas of education are somewhat limited. 
Although there was a substantial return rate on both 
surveys (Survey One,51.8%, Survey Two,34.2%), the popula¬ 
tion surveyed was specifically related to vocational edu- 
1 
cation in agriculture and many of the resulting practices 
are specific to this field. Those areas not specific to 
vocational agriculture, for example, teacher preparedness, 
seem to relate to previous studies on educational effec¬ 
tiveness . 
The results of the study seem to be readily 
transferable to other states in terms of their vocational 
agriculture programs. Although surveys in those states 
may not yield the same exact results, the practices, being 
culled from a national survey, should be applicable to any 
vocational agriculture program throughout the United 
States. There appear to be no specifically regionalized 
practices resulting from these surveys. Thus the impor 
tance levels and frequency of use responses may change—as 
they probably do even within the State of Connecticut but 
the basic practices should still be important. 
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Within Connecticut these practices should be appli¬ 
cable to every program. Individual programs may have 
differing responses depending on the students, parents, 
community members, and the previous successes of the pro¬ 
gram but the basic practices should remain important and 
relevant to all programs. 
There are some general limitations to the study 
which are based upon the method used to gather data, 
Those are related to the drawbacks inherent in mail ques¬ 
tionnaires for example, having clear and precise 
directions, limited open-ended questions, lack of ability 
to follow up on answers, wording of the items, and a good 
overall survey appearance. These items were minimized by 
consulting with various resources and by using a pilot 
test. However the data point to two areas where there 
might have been problems with wording. One was for the 
practice, "Students are evaluated frequently," the 
response would vary depending on one's definition of fre¬ 
quently. The second problem was in the differing results 
for two similar items, those being "The program is 
interesting and well planned" versus "There is a well- 
planned, strong vocational agriculture program. 
Essentially the difference is between strong and 
interesting—perhaps a valid difference and perhaps not. 
Other wording problems may have occurred that were not 
161 
noted by the researcher. 
Significance of Research Findings 
The findings of the dissertation have the pos¬ 
sibility of effecting vocational agriculture students and 
programs in Connecticut as well as in other states. The 
results are such that each program's participants need to 
review their own program in terms of the identified prac- 
tices--there are no magic solutions to problem areas-- 
only a starting point from which to evaluate many areas 
which until now may not have been reviewed systematically. 
This research gives each program participant the necessary 
material from which he or she may develop a means of 
improving the program--tailoring the practices to local 
needs and desires. 
Suggestions for Additional Research 
One area which needs further development is a stan¬ 
dardized set of criteria with which to reference each of 
the identified practices from this study. One example 
that is presently evolving in Connecticut relates to the 
practice found in Appendix D, Table 31, this being the 
teacher has technical knowledge and is professionally 
competent. Under development at this time is a new 
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teacher certification program which will test a teacher's 
knowledge of, and ability to use, basic English (reading 
and writing) as well as mathematics (CONNCEPT test) and a 
test of the teacher's knowledge about specific content 
areas, for example vocational agriculture (CONNTENT test). 
In addition to these tests, a new teacher must serve under 
a mentor teacher and pass a semi-structured interview and 
observation period regarding teaching methodologies in 
order to be certified in Connecticut. If a similar, 
though not necessarily so expansive, set of evaluative 
criteria could be developed for each practice identified 
in the study, then all program staff would have some basis 
from which to judge their own program. 
Another area of concern in terms of future research 
would be the differences evident in the study between 
current and former students in vocational agricultural 
education. The discrepancies are interesting in that 
programs would not be expected to change dramatically over 
a short period of time, leading to the hypothesis that the 
students' perceptions changed. If so, this could be an 
important area to look into for those programs which are 
losing students. There may be several reasons behind 
these differences. It might be helpful to know these 
reasons as they may provide further insight into program 
improvement and design. 
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There were some differences concerning whether 
student performance and/or input should be considered in 
teacher evaluation, but this still remains an interesing 
facet of evaluation. As the program exists primarily for 
the student's benefit, it would seem that some input from 
the student concerning program and/or teacher evaluation 
may be worthwhile. Also, the program may be viewed as 
successful dependent upon the student's performance either 
during his or her education or afterwards in the workplace 
or at advanced schooling. Either way it may prove useful 
to aim additional research efforts into developing a 
positive way to have student input into the evaluative 
process. 
There were five items related to the involvement of 
parents and the community in the vocational agriculture 
program which teachers rated higher than parents. If pro¬ 
gram coordinators stress the importance of community 
involvement, follow general guidelines concerning needs 
assesment within the community, and involve parents in 
SOEP and FFA activities, why were the parents rating of 
these items so low? This is an area which needs to be 
looked into in terms of the reasons why parents rank these 
items as relatively unimportant, how parents can be coaxed 
into further involvement, and how to involve the program 
with the community. 
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Additional research is needed on the reasons for 
the differences found between parents and students and 
between parents and agriculturally related individuals for 
the practice "Parents are kept informed about the program 
and their children." This information could be used to 
improve communications between the teachers, students, and 
parents, which could lead to an improved educational 
climate for all involved. 
Using students to identify potential students and 
explain program benefits should be explored on an indivi¬ 
dual program basis. The differences of opinion which were 
shown by the data in the study could have an impact on 
student recruitment. Data collected on the local level 
could show if using students in recruitment was beneficial 
or not. 
There were some respondents who indicated they 
felt it was not important that all students be required to 
participate in the FFA. This is an item that the author 
thinks should be of some concern to program administrators 
in terms of the reasoning behind the responses of indivi¬ 
duals in these groups and in terms of the very low ranking 
the teachers gave this item. This is particularly impor¬ 
tant in light of the general acceptance of the FFA as an 
integral part of a complete vocational agriculture 
program. 
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Additional areas for future research might include 
any one of the practices on an individual program level, 
dependent upon the needs or desires of the teachers or 
administrators. On a state level, vocational agriculture 
consultants/supervisors or the state vocational agricul¬ 
ture teachers association should expend some time and 
energy on reviewing tho items in terms of finding out more 
about how they impact programs. Without further input and 
research those practices will not become part of an 
evaluative process and evaluation will continue to measure 
a program's potential rather than its success. 
APPENDIX A 
SURVEY 1 INSTRUMENT 
(NATIONAL SURVEY) 
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January 15, 1987 
Dear Colleague: 
Over the last several years there has been a focus on 
excellence in education with many reports being issued on 
both regional and national levels. While much of the 
information generated by these reports has been applicable 
to vocational education in agriculture, there have been no 
studies specifically related to excellence in vocational 
agriculture. 
We are conducting a survey to identify successful 
practices used in vocational education in agriculture 
throughout the nation. You have been selected to partici¬ 
pate in this study because of your knowledge and 
experiences in vocational agriculture. Your participation 
in this survey is essential because of the need to 
identify successful practices from all areas of the United 
States. Your responses to this survey will be coded, 
analyzed, and reported collectively; all individual 
responses will be kept confidential. 
The results of this survey will be used to analyze the 
perceptions of teachers, administrators, parents, 
students, advisory committee members, and agriculturally 
related community people concerning successful practices 
used by vocational agriculture programs in the State of 
Connecticut. 
We are asking you to identify what you consider to be the 
two most important practices related to program success 
under each of the identified categories on the enclosed 
questionnaire. A self-addressed, stamped envelope is 
included for your convenience. 
Your cooperation in completing and returning the question¬ 
naire will be greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
David B. Hopson William L. Thuemmel 
Doctoral Candidate Associate Professor and Head 
Occupational Education Agricultural Education 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 
SUCCESSFUL PRACTICES IN VOCATIONAL AGRICULTURE 
Instructions 
This questionnaire is intended to gather your 
perceptions on what practices in vocational education in 
agriculture are essential to a successful program. This 
is not intended to be a test, and there are no correct or 
incorrect answers. 
Under each category, please write in the two prac¬ 
tices, procedures, or activities that you think are the 
most important in determining the success of the voca¬ 
tional agriculture program. 
We wish to take this opportunity to thank you in 
advance for your cooperation in this survey. 
***************************** 
School site management 
1. 
2._ 
Staff stability 
1. 
2 . 
Instructional program 
1. 
2._ 
Curriculum 
1. 
2._ 
Collaborative planning 
1. 
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Student evaluation 
1._ 
2._  
Teacher evaluation 
1.  
2.____ 
Advisory committee 
1.__ 
2._  
Parental involvement/support 
1.__ 
2._ 
Goals/expectations 
1._ 
2._ 
District support 
1. 
2._ 
Community support 
1. 
2. 
Order/discipline 
1. 
2. 
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Credibility 
1.__ 
2.___ 
Individual student growth 
1._ 
2._  
Time utilization 
1._ 
2._ 
Effective teaching 
1. 
2. 
Adult/young farmer education 
1._ 
2.  
Student recruitment/enrollment 
1. 
2. 
Public relations 
1. 
2._ 
Supervised occupational experience 
1. 
2. 
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Future Farmers of America 
1.__ 
2. 
Please place a check in the box preceding the answer that 
most closely approximates your response. 
1. Do you consider yourself a: 
a. state supervisor or consultant 
b. a teacher educator 
c. a state or district FFA executive secretary 
2. Number of years in your present position 
a. less than five 
b. five to ten 
c. ten to twenty 
d. more than twenty 
3. Have you taught vocational agriculture at the high 
school level? 
a. yes 
b. no 
Thank you for your time, consideration, and help in 
completing this survey. 
APPENDIX B 
SURVEY 2 INSTRUMENT 
(CONNECTICUT SURVEY) 
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April 10, 1987 
Dear Educators, Students, and Parents, 
Over the last several years there has been a focus on excellence in education 
with many reports being issued on both regional and national levels, while 
much of the information generated by these reports has been applicable to 
vocational education in agriculture, there have been no studies specifically 
related to excellence in vocational agriculture. 
We are conducting a survey to identify successful practices used in 
vocational education in agriculture throughout the State of Connecticut. 
This survey was developed with the input of state vocational agriculture 
supervisors/consultants, vocational agriculture teacher educators, and state 
FFA executive secretaries from throughout the United States. What is needed 
now is input from people who have experience with the various vocational 
agriculture programs located in Connecticut. Your participation in this 
survey is essential because of your relationship to, and knowledge of, voca¬ 
tional education in agriculture. Your responses to this survey will be 
coded, analyzed, and reported collectively; all individual responses will be 
kept confidential. 
The results of this survey will be used to analyze which practices are deemed 
important by parents, students, administrators, teachers, advisory committee 
members, and community people having experience with vocational agriculture 
programs. With successful practices identified, individual vocational agri¬ 
culture programs may have another basis upon which to improve overall program 
delivery and success. 
We are asking you to rate the practices identified on the enclosed question¬ 
naire. A self-addressed, stamped envelope is included for your convenience. 
In addition to the questionnaire you will find a self-addressed, postage paid 
postcard with your name and address in the return address position. When you 
complete the survey would you please mail the postcard separately from the 
completed survey. In this way I can keep track of who has completed the 
survey without being able to identify who completed individual surveys. 
Your cooperation in completing and returning the questionnaire by May first 
is greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
David B. Hopson 
Doctoral Candidate 
Occupational Education 
William L. Thuemmel 
Associate Professor and Head 
Agricultural Education 
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SJOCESSRJL PRACTICES IN MDCATTCNAL AGRICULTURE 
This survey c°nsists of a list of educational prac- 
tices/procedure3 which may be important in vocational education in agriculture. 
To the right of each statement are two rating scales. Ihe first scale repre¬ 
sents the importance that you attach to this particular practice. The second 
scale represents your view on whether this practice is being used in the 
vocational agriculture program with which you are most familiar. In usinq 
these scales use the following answer keys; 
Importance 
A=Very Important 
B=Inportant 
C=Scmewhat Important 
D=Not Important 
E=No Opinion 
Frequency of Use 
l=Always used 
2=Often used 
3=Sometimes used 
4=Infrequently used 
5=Dan't Knew 
Please circle the answer that you feel most closely approximates your response 
to each item. This is not a test and there are no right or wrong answers. 
Please circle a response from each scale for every survey item. 
When you have completed the survey please mail it in the self-addressed, 
stamped envelope and return the postcard separately. We wish to take this 
opportunity to thank you in advance for your cooperation in completing this 
survey. 
**************************************** 
Importance Frequency 
School Site Management 
1. The vocational agriculture facilities A B C D E 
are neat and attractive. 
2. Equipment and facilities for vocational ABODE 
agriculture are kept up-to-date. 
3. Policies, rules and/or regulations for ABODE 
the maintenance of the facilities are 
clearly identified. 
Staff Stability 
4. Teachers remain teaching in the same ABODE 
program for several years. 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
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5. Supportive school climate, including A B C D E 
parents and administrators, is evident. 
6. Pay and benefits are adequate arri A B C D E 
acceptable. 
Instructional Program 
7. The instructional program is relevant to A B C D E 
the real needs of agriculture in the 
cxmmunity. 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
8. The instructional program is well ABCDE 12345 
balanced and includes leadership 
development, work experience, and 
technical skill training. 
9. The instructional program is adjusted to ABCDE 12345 
chang i ncpmpl oymenteond it ions. 
Curriculum 
10. The curriculum is up-dated to reflect ABCDE 12345 
current community needs every year. 
11. The curriculum is based upon a State ABCDE 
corecurriculum. 
1 2 3 4 5 
12. The curriculum is based on industry ABCDE 12345 
va 1 idatedcompetencies. 
Collaborative Planning 
13. A good, active advisory council is used ABCDE 12345 
that has the opportunity to make real 
decisions. 
14. The local school administration knows ABCDE 12345 
whatisoccurring within the program. 
15. All people and groups that are ABCDE 12345 
associated with the program are involved 
in program planning. 
Student Evaluation 
16. Students are evaluated based upon ABCDE 12345 
jointly developed and identified 
expectations and competencies. 
17. Students are evaluated frequently. ABCDE 1 2 3 4 5 
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18. Evaluation includes SOEP and FFA A B C D E 
activities. 
Teacher Evaluation 
19. Teacher evaluation is continuous with A B C D E 
constant feedback to the teacher. 
20. Student input and/or performance is ABODE 
consideredwhenevaluatingteachers. 
21. Teacher draveinputintothe evaluation ABODE 
process. 
Advisory Committee 
22. Advisorycommitteemeetingsare regular ABODE 
(at least four times per year). 
23. Advisorycommittee isactivewith speci- ABODE 
ficandmeaningful agendaitems. 
24. Membershipiswellbalencedand repre- ABODE 
sents the total agriculture and 
agribusiness community. 
Parental Involvement/Support 
25. Parents are involved in program ABODE 
activities and have frequent interaction 
with instructional staff. 
26. Parents are kept informed about the 
program and their children. 
27. Parents are involved in SOEP actities. 
Goals/Expectations 
28. Annual and long range program goals 
are revised and evaluated annually. 
29. Reasonable, clearly defined goals are 
defined for the students and program. 
30. Program goals and expectations are 
ccnraonicated to all concerned parties. 
District Support 
31. Adequate financing is provided for the 
program to operate effectively. 
ABODE 
ABODE 
ABODE 
ABODE 
ABODE 
abode 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
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32. There is a positive program image A B C D E 
communicated to the community. 
33. The program is seen as an integral A B C D E 
part of district educational offerings. 
Community Support 
34. FFA projectsand activities oontri- A B C D E 
bute to the community. 
35. The program, teachers, and students A B C D E 
are highly visible in the community. 
36. Community resources are widely A B C D E 
utilized. 
Order/Discipiine 
37.Behavioral expectationsare set A B C D E 
realistically and enforced. 
38. The teacher is well organized and A B C D E 
competent. 
39. The program is interesting and well A B C D E 
planned. 
Credibility 
40. Program completers/graduates are A B C D E 
successful. 
41. Teacher has technical knowledge in A B C D E 
area and is professionally competent. 
42. There is a well-planned, strong A B C D E 
vocational agriculture program. 
Individual Student Growth 
43.Student achievements are recognized A B C D E 
and rewarded. 
44.Individual goals and objectives are A B C D E 
set by students and met regularly. 
45.FFA and SOEP are used to measure A B C D E 
student growth. 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Time Utilization 
46. Communityresources(students, parents, ABODE 
FFA Alumni, resource people) are 
47. Set priorities and follow though. ABODE 
48. Shop and classroom time are well ABODE 
organized. 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
Effective Teaching 
49.Teachers are well prepared and ABODE 
dedicated. 
50 .Students actively participate in ABODE 12345 
lessons. (hands-on learning) 
51. Lesson plans are developed and ABODE 12345 
utilized for all instruction. 
Adult/Ycung Farmer Education 
52. Adult/Young Farmer programs are ABODE 12345 
locally planned by current and 
prospective students. 
53. Active meetings are held on a regular ABODE 12345 
basis. 
54.On-site visitations/home visitations ABODE 12345 
are a necessity. 
Student Recruitment/Enrollment 
55. There is a well planned, year round ABODE 12345 
recruitment program in place and 
operating constantly. 
56. There is an active, high quality ABODE 12345 
program available. 
57. Students are used to identify ABODE 12345 
potentialstudentsandexplainprogram 
benefits. 
Public Relations 
58. The community is informed of program ABODE 12345 
activitiesthroughallavailablemedia 
sources. 
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59. There is a planned, year round ABODE 
publicity program being used constantly. 
60. People are made aware of student ABODE 
successes. 
Supervised Occupational Experience 
61.A11 students are required to keep ABODE 
records on an approved SOEP. 
62. Students are supported in finding and ABODE 12345 
developing appropriate SOEPs. 
63.On-site visits/supervision by Vo-Ag ABODE 12345 
instructor are done four times yearly. 
Future Farmers of America 
64. All students are required to ABODE 12345 
participate, not just belong. 
65. FFA activities are member centered and ABODE 12345 
managed. 
66. FFA activities complement and relate ABODE 12345 
to curriculum. 
Demographic Data. Please place a check in the box preceeding the answer that 
most closely approximates your response. 
1. Do you consider yourself primarily a: 
a. teacher of vocational agriculture 
b. student of vocational agriculture 
c. recently graduated vocational agriculture student 
d. parent of a vocational agriculture student 
e. vocational agriculture advisory committee member 
f. school administrator 
g. community member related to agriculture 
2. Are you presently employed in an agricultural or agribusiness related 
occupation? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
3. Which of the following categories best describes where you live: 
a. city of 100,000+ d. town of 10-50,000 
b. suburb of a city e. town of 5-10,000 
c. Ibwn of 50-100,000 f. town of less than 1,000 
APPENDIX C 
SURVEY 1 DATA 
(NATIONAL SURVEY) 
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School Site Management 
FFA Executive Secretaries 
Professional looking shops, classrooms, and areas 
Outside area neat and well groomed 
Up-date of equipment on a planned schedule 
Adequate facilities 
State Consultants 
Teacher must have responsibility and control 
Involvement by the teacher 
Given overall responsibility for site 
Safety and neatness must always be considered 
Neat and attractive 
Buildings, grounds, lab areas, etc., are properly 
maintained 
Keep your area as attractive as possible 
Laboratories, facilities must be organized, clean 
Clean and neat 
Physical plant 
Updated equipment 
Up-date ag program with input from craft commit¬ 
tee 
Continued updating of equipment due to State and 
Federal participation 
Keeping the facility and equipment up-to-date 
Something to take pride in 
Pride in where you work 
Adequate storage—classroom, shop, and outside 
Clean-up and Maintenance are part of the instruc¬ 
tional program in all areas 
Specific policies for management of the program 
are identified 
Concise clear administrative policies enhance effec¬ 
tive management 
Pre-determined rules and expectations 
Policy statements have administrative approval and 
shared with parents, students, etc. 
Support from the administration 
Preservice education, i.e., student teaching 
Inservice education 
Vo-Ag building is considered a part of the total 
school plant—not the building out back 
Keeping the vocational facility next to the high 
school 
Local administrators meet with state staff 
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ConsistencyiStrat°rS/V°"Ag Staff meetin^s/dinners 
G°od relationship between ag teacher, students, 
administrators, Director and Principal 
Extended contract teachers provide continuity 
Teacher Educators 
Use of school site as land laboratory 
Development of nature trails 
Condition of facilities and equipment 
Attractive, well kept appearance 
Location of facilities 
Site is organized by instructional area 
Well organized 
Keeping equipment & materials organized 
Daily clean-up & maintenance is performed 
Good house keeping 
Order 
Cleanliness 
Keeping facilities clean, neat, and organized 
Maintaining a running inventory of equipment/sup¬ 
plies 
Orderliness 
Maintenance program 
Regular clean-up and spruce-up 
Well maintained interior/exterior facility 
Clean 
Well planned facilility as new as main school 
Integral part of main school building 
Other facilities (land lab) managed as function 
of school not solely associated with a specific 
department 
Time to manage 
Help with management 
Schedule activity for each facility each day 
Advisory committee 
Informed & educated administration 
Organizational skills of teacher 
Insistance of teacher to manage the site 
Develop facilities with instructional objectives in 
mind 
Facilities appropriate to deliver the program 
Facilities and equipment are up-to-date 
Modern facilities 
Ability to obtain and maintain essential equip¬ 
ment 
Facility is adequate and well maintained 
Facility is appropriate to nature and content of 
program 
Regular state supervision 
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Program standards 
Open communications between administrators and staff 
Allow supervisor to "run" interference 
Visibility to the public 
Staff Stability 
FFA Executive Secretaries 
Cooperation with administration 
Cooperation with other faculty 
Rewarding good work 
Improve weaknesses 
State Consultants 
Supportive school climate including parents and 
administration 
Community support 
Community support and approval 
Support of community and school administrators 
Cooperative, informed administration 
Adequate salaries 
Salary and benefits 
Salary 
Amount of salary compensation 
Adequate pay and benefits 
Long term teachers are very important 
Retain good staff for continuity-essential 
Longevity 
The teachers make the program 
Staff is trained in agriculture—an occupation 
of choice 
Extended contracts provide stability 
Competence of the teacher 
Well prepared staff—allowed input 
Adequate skill preparation and continuous 
updating (inservice) 
Uninterrupted tenure produces quality programs 
Systematic, planned updating of staff enhances 
quality of instructional program 
Long range approach to program, strong youth organi¬ 
zation 
Timely feedback on teaching program 
Teacher receives credit for program results 
Job satisfaction 
Results from a good organized program 
Common agreed upon expectations 
A dedicated teacher who will work with students, 
parents, administrators, people in community 
Establish good working relationship in district 
Community member 
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A teacher who is interested in 
program; not one who is using 
a stepping stone to something else 
Nice community 
Chance for growth in the position 
Beginning teachers shouldn't be 
department 
Teachers perform best between 4 
tenure 
having a strong 
the position as 
in one teacher 
and 10 years of 
Teacher Educators 
Highly qualified and competent teachers 
Selection of staff from accredited universities 
Rewards (including financial) for outstanding 
accomplishments 
Merit pay 
Stability is good when staff is good 
Rapid turnover 
Sufficient tenure to develop quality program 
Tenure 
Sufficient stability to develop quality program 
Minimum of 3 years 
At least five year average for each teacher 
The teacher remains in school for more than 2 
years 
The teacher is employed at least 3 years 
Staff tenure over 5 years 
Teachers have plan for professional improvement 
Continuous, meaningful inservice education 
Incentives for participation in inservice 
Extended contract commensurate with expectations of 
program 
12 month contract and school time for SOE visits 
Rewarding job 
Proper recognition 
Teachers want to teach in that area 
Autonomy and cooperative decision making 
Flexibility in decision making process 
Regulary scheduled staff meetings 
Acceptable salary 
Salaries are at least competitive 
Adequate pay 
Compensation and opportunity for ag involvement 
Enough pay to live on 
Good salary 
Pay equal to peers and same for extended months 
Psychologically stable—adequate social development 
Administrative support 
Adminstration demonstrates interest in the pro¬ 
gram 
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Administrative support 
Open communication channels 
Administration support for Vocational 
Community support 
Supervision by state staff 
Support—curriculum, assistance, etc 
programs 
Instructional Program 
FFA Executive Secretaries 
Daily lesson plans 
Orderly classroom 
Proficiency in unit subjects 
State Consultants 
Must be a complete program to succeed 
Includes SOE, Leadership development, and tech¬ 
nical skills 
All with SOE 
Active with FFA 
One that addresses all phases of Vo-Ag 
SOEP 
Must have a sequence of courses, 3-4 years 
Have a course of study 
Teacher develops a sound curriculum plan and 
secures materials 
Sequential program 
Updated 
Reflect real needs of agriculture 
Relationship of curriculum to occupational demand 
Program has continuity, is well taught, and meets 
needs 
Challenging 
Interesting 
High quality instruction 
High quality students 
Activity & skill focus at grades 9 & 10 
Direct application and management at grades 10 & 11 
Teaching plans and calenders written and followed 
One where the work is planned and the plan is 
worked 
Have daily lesson plans 
Proper use of teaching methods, i.e., problem 
solving 
Utilizes a variety of teaching techniques 
Hands-on applied learning 
Have supervisory staff visits to each program 
Advisory committee meets twice annually 
Active advisory committee 
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Craft committee used-well prepared teacher 
Teacher Competence 
Teacher does a good job in classroom 
Generally well-prepared teacher 
Classroom management 
Competency or student outcomes emphasized 
State wide efforts to provide inservice 
Teacher Educators 
Well developed course of study 
Active advisory committee 
Advisory committee 
Balance of leadership, SOEP, & classroom/lab 
Instructional program is balanced 
Incorporates SOEP 
Gives attention to planning and conducting SOE 
programs related to needs of the students 
Lab and supervised practice activities 
Year round program 
Uses modern teaching techniques, computers, videos 
Quality of teaching 
Care for other human beings 
Problem solving techniques 
Approaches to teaching that emphasize problem¬ 
solving 
Practical (hands-on) student involvement 
Adequate budget for equipment and supplies 
Individualize as much as possible 
Relevance to students 
Student satisfaction 
Relevance to agriculture industry 
Community satisfaction 
Up-to-date 
Instructional program adjusted to changing condi¬ 
tions 
Taught by individuals with an interest in students 
and agriculture 
SOE designed to complement classroom 
Active adult program 
Includes adult program 
Based upon community and student needs 
Curriculum based upon manpower needs 
Instruction designed to meet student needs 
Needs assessments 
Keyed to local community needs 
Up-grade audio-visual library 
Lesson plans are developed and used 
Challenging program of instruction 
Warm, friendly atmosphere 
Well organized 
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Organization and planninq 
Creativity 
Makes much use of community resources 
Curriculum 
FFA Executive Secretaries 
Follow prescribed course of study 
Daily lesson plans 
Up-to-the-minute "units" 
Yearly revisions 
State Consultants 
Materials that are readily usable by instructor 
without collecting outside information 
Modern, up-to-date information and textbooks 
Curriculum materials service 
Supplemental info rmation that ties information 
into the world of the local student 
Includes up-to-date challenging information 
Contemporary 
Varied sources 
Up-to-date 
Up-to-date 
All inclusive 
Updated 
Should be updated every five years 
Includes a balance of all instructional areas 
Reflects current knowledge and skills needed in 
industry 
Well planned with input from administration and 
community 
Sequential based upon logical progression of compe¬ 
tencies attained 
Common core curriculum planned by teachers 
Utilize standardized state curriculum with provi¬ 
sions for local adaptation 
Have a course of study 
Have daily lesson plans 
Based on State core curriculum units, plus appro¬ 
priate local instructional units 
Provides for agribusiness 
Activity oriented curriculum provides desired 
effect 
Should be based on competencies/skills/knowledge/ 
basics 
Competency based instruction 
Based on industry validated competencies 
Includes balance shop/SOE/FFA/classroom 
Receives input form advisory committee 
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Committee baSed on input from industry advisory 
Advisory committee 
Advisory committee input 
Should be reviewed by advisory committee each 
year and followed by teacher 
Needs and interests of students and community 
Meets real local need 
Open and flexible—allows for job entry and 
continuing education 
Teacher Educators 
Science-based 
Deals with knowledge base in addition to skill 
development 
Problem solving approach 
Based on problem solving approach 
Relevant to community 
Focuses on local needs, yet not isolating 
Keyed to local community needs 
Fully developed course of study based on 
community needs 
Needs assessment 
Curriculum designed for local setting 
Curriculum is appropriate to the community/region 
Suited to community needs 
Conduct a needs survey periodically 
Local needs 
Designed to fit needs of community 
Teacher preparation in curriculum development 
Varied 
Includes many different learning activities 
Properly selected content 
Sequence of content 
Adapt computer aided instruction to curriculum 
Documented competency based instructional program 
Based upon competencies needed in industry 
Written curriculum guide/calender is used 
Includes SOEP 
Uses state level guides 
Provides a dynamic program in 
agriculture/agribusiness based on needs 
Includes modern up-to-date topics and courses 
Annual updating 
Up-to-date curriculum materials 
Frequent revision 
Current 
Continually reviewed, up-dated, and improved 
Current and up-to-date 
Revised/update curriculum with advisory committee 
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Planned with local advisory committee input 
Advisory committee 
Advisory committee 
Revised and approved annually by local advisory 
committee 1 
Teach them how to develop 
Develop whole students; part of total education 
Collaborative Planning 
FFA Executive Secretaries 
Working relationship with others 
Cooperation with fellow teachers 
Courses planned similar to college (electives) 
State Consultants 
A craft advisory committee is needed 
Local school administration must know what is occur¬ 
ring within program 
Communication with school administrators and 
state agricultural education supervisors 
Keep administrators abreast of plans and type of 
instructional program offered and seek their 
advice and cooperation 
Involve administrators and counselors 
Involve teacher, state staff, school administra¬ 
tion 
Program planning involves teachers, administra¬ 
tors, business, industry representatives 
Good working relationship with administrators 
Good relationship with co-teachers 
Updated three or five year plans used to direct 
planning 
Do it 
District inservice meetings for teachers 
Four professional committee meetings/year 
Group activities for all teachers scheduled 3 
times/year 
County coordinator of activities 
Cooperation 
Directed 
Meet with other teachers and share ideas 
Closely knit group with special interest in sharing 
ideas 
Use Advisory committee 
Use of advisory committee 
Obtain guidance and assistance from advisory 
committee 
Use advisory committee-involve community 
A good, active advisory council that has the 
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opportunity to make real decisions 
diversities With 10031 community colleges end 
°petopi1e1 with fnVut y°U C3n £r°m 
Teacher Educators 
Administrative concern for program 
Teacher/administrator involvement 
Local school administration involved in planninq 
process ^ 
Good faculty relationships 
Working with other vocational instructors 
Advisory committee meets at least 6. times per year 
Advisory committee 
Regular meetings with advisory committee 
Local advisory committee input 
Involve advisory committee input 
Active advisory committee 
Optimum use of advisory committee 
Use of advisory groups involved in agriculture 
Course evaluation on 5 year basis 
Integrated planning with academic instructors 
Use of persons (faculty) in school as consultants 
Working with academic instructors 
With all other high school teachers 
State staff and administration 
Regular meetings with LVEC or curriculum coordinator 
Teacher confers with state staff 
Recognition for efforts 
Willing to work together 
Regularly scheduled meetings 
Frequent 
Don't be judgemental 
Accept all ideas in preliminary stages of planning 
Time allotted and emphasis given 
All agricultural agencies in the community are 
involved 
With community college agriculure staff 
Education/industry working relationships 
Involve agricultural community, administration, 
staff, students 
Involvement of all people associated with program 
With postsecondary teachers 
With ag industry 
Student Evaluation 
FFA Executive Secretaries 
Regular basis 
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Individual counseling with students 
Proficiency testing of subject 
State Consultants 
ElearntS baS6d °n What students are expected to 
Relevant 
Identified and written skills and knowledge 
criteria 
Directly tied to curriculum competencies 
Outline expectations for students 
Test developed to measure expectations/compe¬ 
tencies 
Competency based—measurable 
Measure technical and personal growth competencies 
High academic expectations 
Based upon many criteria/not just test performance 
Competency based curriculum provides ease in evalua¬ 
tion 
Eliminate items from evaluation that are not central 
to curriculum 
Is known by all and conducted fairly 
Fair 
Have a grading system that works 
Can show students how he was graded 
Let students know how they are evaluated 
Consistent 
Systematic, regular 1-3-5 year follow-up utilized 
Clear plan for evaluation developed by the 
teacher 
Use varying methods 
Require SOE information on each student 
Evaluation includes SOE and FFA activities 
High percentage of students placed or obtained work 
"in field" after completion 
Employment-entry to post-secondary education 
Students score high on performance tests (skills & 
competencies) 
Many quizzes and tests better than a few 
Regular and consistent 
Make students earn their grade 
Provide for variety in the evaluations 
Able to progress and compete with peers 
Active program 
Teacher Educators 
Assess level of knowledge & understanding plus skill 
level 
Skill assessment 
Extent to which students develop basic skills as 
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well as competence in agriculture 
Frequent based“PsVch°'"°t°r. affective, cognitive 
Regular measures of progress 
Frequent 
Regular basis 
Regular evaluation 
Student performance is continuously evaluated 
Accomplishment of student goals/objectives is 
evaluated annually 
Classroom/lab learning evaluated 
Accomplishments in the classroom/laboratory 
Competency based on industry input 
Evaluate against standards set by industry 
Base upon objective measures 
Based on clear objectives 
Evaluate students against predetermined standards 
Competency based 
Contract grade with students who will benefit the 
most 
Basic skills emphasized (reading, writing, math, 
leadership) 
Agricultural literacy including current technology 
Chart student growth—have students do 
Feedback to students 
Inventory knowledges and skills developed--keep 
records 
Based upon a variety of appropriate measures 
Utilize a variety of testing techniques 
A variety of evaluations 
Pre and Post-test 
Students and teacher develop expectation sheet 
Input of students 
Students are evaluated in terms of their own 
program 
Expectations known to students 
Use of results 
Fairness 
SOE evaluated 
SOE participation 
Subjective 
Accessing student involvement in agriculture through 
SOE and FFA 
Teacher Evaluation 
FFA Executive Secretaries 
Regular basis 
Use evaluation results for improvement 
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State Consultants 
Teachers need a strong input on program content 
Teacher completely aware of what he/she is to be 
evaluated on 
Clear statement of goals and expectations 
Use varying methods 
Let teachers know how they are evaluated 
Schoolboard/administrationand advisory 
committee have agreed upon expectations and/or 
standards 
Job description for the Vo-Ag instructor that 
includes all phases of the program 
Based upon effective elements of instruction 
Relevant 
Should be done by those familiar with program 
objectives 
Criteria developed and followed by local administra¬ 
tion with State staff input 
Evaluation is continuous because of school-communi¬ 
ty-state and national activities 
Continuous and on-going by local administration 
Periodic by supervisor and teacher educator staff 
and community 
Should be done so frequently that it is not 
threatening 
Regular feedback from teacher educator, building 
administration 
A good beginning teacher program 
Timely evaluation by informed supervisor 
Visits by State Staff—Supervision 
Review of required reports 
Job performance evaluation by administrators 
Team evaluation important 
Principal evaluation 
Process evaluation 
Done by clinically trained staff 
Meaningful with follow-up 
Professional 
Not time consuming 
How well students perform on evaluations (OJT & 
academic) 
Student progress from entry level to exit point 
Has all segments of a standard program 
Students participate, craft committee participate 
Well developed district plan for teacher evaluation 
Teacher Educator 
Peer assessment 
Colleague assisted evaluation 
Peer review and discussion of results 
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Teacher self evaluation 
Input of teacher 
Long term—success of students in life 
Short term—students prepared for transition from 
high school 
Based on a variety of inputs 
Used to help improve the teaching 
Constructive use of results 
Use of results in positive manner 
Constructive 
Encouraging 
Be consistent 
Administrators observations 
School administrators 
Periodic visits from school administration 
By administration 
Local administration, teacher educator, state 
staff 
Involves administrators 
By supervising administrator 
Dedicated 
Motivated and enthusiastic 
Involvement of students in learning activities 
Directing students to think and solve problems 
Extent to which students develop knowledge and 
skill in agriculture 
Processes teachers use to plan, conduct, and 
evaluate programs 
Advisory committee and local administration perform 
evaluation 
By advisory council 
Clinical 
Student input is considered when evaluating teacher 
and program 
By students 
Teacher makes use of student evaluation 
Periodic visits from state staff 
By state staff 
No fear of reprisal 
Regular with feedback to teacher 
Regular, planned, and scheduled 
Yearly evaluation 
Immediate feedback 
Often 
Advisory Committee 
FFA Executive Secretary 
Not used 
Regular meetings 
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Listen to and implement suggestions 
State Consultant 
Allowed to make real decisions 
Involved in policy, planning & technical input 
Well established policies on role and function 
Clear, measurable objectives for the committee 
Give them important tasks to perform and advise 
committee 
Act only in advisory capacity 
Take their advice 
Are required for program approval 
Meet regularly 
Active 
Meet regularly 
Meets regularly 
Meets at least 3 to 4 times per year 
Planned—regularly scheduled, minimum of 5 
Meetings four times per year 
Regular meetings(2 per year), recommendations 
forwarded to school committee 
Regular meetings provide program insight 
Honor members in some way 
Make them feel needed 
Strong administrative support 
Should be specific to Vo-Ag 
People that can help the program 
People that are willing to be involved 
Carefully selected members to serve 
By state board policy 
Shares total program with the committees input 
Well balanced—industry, lay people, parents, 
students 
Represents agriculture, non-farm, agriculturally 
related, business and industry 
Composition reflects programs curriculum focus 
Input and selection finalized by school 
board/administration 
Should represent the total agricul¬ 
ture/agribusiness community 
Represent the community of agriculture 
Use progressive, knowledgable citizens 
Having one 
Members should have definite terms of membership 
Turnover 
Teacher Educators 
Rotating membership 
Regular rotation of members 
Rotating membership 
196 
Allow to operate without direct control of teacher 
Have something to do, give advice on 
Involvement in curriculur and evaluation deci¬ 
sions 
Active committee representing agricultural 
industry 
Involved, not rubber stamp 
Active committee with specific and meaningful 
agenda items 
Involvement with appropriate issues 
Keep informed 
Helps develop program of activities 
Carefully selected membership 
Active program of work 
Operates under approved constitution or set of regu¬ 
lations 
Working policy statement for committee 
Organize and use one 
Organization and action of committee 
Represents agricultural populations present in com¬ 
munity 
Cross sectional 
Membership of persons with appropriate interests 
and knowledge 
Good representation by community 
Representative of agriculture/agribusiness 
industry 
Representative of industry in area 
Representative of levels (owner, management, 
labor, etc) 
Represents all agriculture sectors in a school 
district 
Operates effectively 
Meaningful cooperation with school administration 
Regular scheduled meeting (minimum of 2 per year) 
Active, well planned meetings 
Regular meetings 
Meet regularly and have something to do 
Meets regularly 
Have one, meets 4 times/year 
Functions with our leadership 
Implementations of recommendations 
Use of outcomes of advisory meetings 
Provide feedback on implementations 
Parental Involvement/Support 
FFA Executive Secretaries 
Home visits with student's SOEP 
Parental involvement in program 
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State Consultants 
Advisory committee 
Advisory committee (parents and program 
completors) 
Information 
The building nature of Vo-Ag program provides 
parental input 
FFA as an integral part of the total program 
involves parents to the fullest extent 
Good relationship between students/parents/teacher 
Let parents know you are receptive 
Take their advice 
FFA alumni can be very helpful 
FFA alumni organizations 
FFA alumni vital 
Alumni 
Gained by frequent interaction with instructional 
staff 
Timely and frequent parent/teacher contacts 
Involve parents- fairs, trips, etc 
Invite and encourage parents to attend open-house 
and other activities 
Involve parents in activities 
Personal contact by instructor 
Communication to parents (verbal, written, 
public relations, etc) 
Invite parents to observe classes (anytime) 
Utilize their expertise when possible 
Ask for help and develop a friendship 
Informed and involved in program activities 
Understand program and need for SOE/FFA partici¬ 
pation 
Appreciated 
Provided with real picture 
Involvement of parent in SOE activity 
Involve parents in developing SOE programs 
SOE visits (at home) 
Regular SOE visitations 
Home visits are a must 
Individualized instruction and student success in 
key to support 
Must have - Good programs earn itl ! 
Involves committees 
Home visit to incoming students prior to first class 
Teacher Educators 
Involve parents in policy development 
Keep parents informed 
Hold parent presentations 
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Have parent orientation and involvement 2 
times/year 
Parent teacher conferences 
Total parent involvement 
Parent help with activities 
Active support and participation 
Positive influence 
Home visits with parents to explain program 
Involve them as resources 
Parents know teacher 
Parents respond positively to teacher request 
Parent organization or group 
Keep parents informed of needs and 
accomplishments 
Home visits 
Keep informed about the program and their 
children 
Home visits 
Informing parents of curriculum and FFA activi¬ 
ties 
Involvement of parents 
Booster club 
Should serve entire group not special interests 
Parents invited to school to participate in activities 
Parent in-school conferences 
Home visits 
Help their children 
Parents are represented on the advisory committee 
Visit SOE 
Parents are contacted on every SOE visit 
Parents are contacted on SOE visits and involved 
in planning 
Pre-enrollment personal visit 
Visit homes, etc 
Involvement in SOE 
Visit home of every student 
Do parents understand the program 
Parent member banquet 
Use parents as resource people 
Are parents involved 
FFA/school activities 
Involvement in FFA 
Goals/Expectations 
FFA Executive Secretary 
Have definite goals for program 
Evaluation on whether or not you reached goals 
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State Consultant 
Teacher must decide to succeed with each student 
Set reasonable and obtainable goals for students 
Teacher has high goals/expectations of students 
Students begin planning early 
Teacher must set realistic goals and modify them by 
altering instructional methodology rather than 
level of performance 
High percent of placement in ag careers 
Former students become community leaders 
Relevant to Industry 
Community and administration has high goals/expecta¬ 
tions of the teacher 
Goal development and SOEP go hand and hand 
Reviewed annually 
Each teacher sets goals for program annually 
Each teacher uses program of activities 
Universal awareness of goals 
Reinforcement 
Jointly developed and adjusted to situation (stu¬ 
dents, community, school system) 
Set reasonable and obtainable goals for program 
Attainable 
Clearly defined for students, program 
Goal setting utilized in curriculum 
Have goals 
Have expectations 
Develop a five year plan 
Stick to plan 
Must be coupled with realistic resources 
(time & money) 
Shared with others and jointly agreed upon 
Involvement of students in goal setting 
Involvement of parents in goal setting 
Where do you go without goals 
Teacher Educators 
Advisory committee 
Planned program 
Set realistically 
Realistic 
Once set they are used to plan program activities 
Annual and long range program goals are revised 
and evaluated annually 
Current 
Goals which meet needs of community 
Goals which meet needs of students 
Developed jointly and printed 
Program of work widely disseminated 
Has written goals/objectives for yearly program 
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ReSisefannuiuy apprOVed by sch°o1 ^ministration 
Regular review and analysis 
Written and reviewed periodically 
Short and long range 
Written goals have been identified 
Delineated 
High 
Placement in agribusiness, production or continuinq 
education ^ 
Contains basic educational skills and leadership 
skills * 
Does the department have written goals 
Are the goals communicated to key people 
Help produce a student educated in the Basics 
Help produce a student who can apply technology to a 
field of study in agriculture 
Every student to have an SOE program 
Every student to identify at least one contest to 
compete in each year 
There is evidence of future planning 
Future plans/goals are in keeping with school/ 
community 
Goals and expectations are communicated to all 
concerned 
Goals/objectives known to students 
Inform students of goals/expectations 
Identifiable 
Keep administration informed of Vo-Ag goals 
Occupational success 
District Support 
FFA Executive Secretary 
Working relationship with school and system adminis¬ 
tration 
Cooperative spirit with administrators 
Keep them involved 
State Consultants 
Financial 
School systems provide extended time 
School systems pay teacher travel 
Monetary 
The program cannot depend on state or federal 
dollars 
Positive consideration from administration 
Administration and Board of Education support 
vital 
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CtramtionCate expectations/dial°gue with adminis- 
Be part of the team/work with school & adminis¬ 
tration 
Cooperative administration 
Principal and counselor must be commit¬ 
ted to scheduling students 
Program must be seen as an integral part of 
educational offerings 
Philosophical 
SOEP visits involve families district wide 
FFA programs create visability for district recogni¬ 
tion 
Good communication between teacher and 
administration 
Keep all administrators informed of activities 
Community involvement 
Alumni, adults, young farmers all important 
Public recognition for support 
Earned and retained by high levels of professional 
competence of instructional staff 
Agriculture teachers are professionals and can be 
depended upon 
Image of program enhances support 
Comes when you have a good organized program 
Good programs are successful 
Public relations—keep them informed 
Keep them informed 
Vo-Ag visability 
Give something back to the district/not a one way 
street 
Long range plans in writing 
Welcome/seek advice from district supervisor/ 
specialist 
District supervisor/specialist provide leadership 
for district activities 
Involvement of craft committee, parents, industry, 
school administration 
Advisory committee support 
Teacher Educators 
Support in accordance with district policies 
Recognition of justifiable additional costs 
Adequate budget 
Adequate funding for supplies, books, etc 
Is the department budget adequate? 
Appropriate financial support 
Has financial/public relations support to operate 
effectively 
Money 
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Adequate 
Adequate budget 
Adequate funding 
Adequate budget 
Long term pattern of funding at least equal to 
average 
Adequate budget and facilities 
positive response to all advisory committee recomen- 
dations 
Active chapter and teacher participation in district 
activities 
Planned activities with other chapters 
Teacher employed on 12 month contract 
Provide a land lab for student experience 
Understand the purpose of program and methods of 
teaching 
Evidenced 
Facilities, release time for SOE visitations 
Time 
Media coverage of activities 
Positive public relations 
Newspaper releases and feature stories 
Have open house for teachers in district 
Inform them of program 
Communicating program to community 
Annual open house 
Appropriate time for teacher professional development 
Do community people speak highly of the program 
Require advisory committee 
Administrators support Vo-Ag 
Keep administration informed 
Keep administration informed 
Invite superintendent and assistant superinten¬ 
dent to annual banquet 
Involvement of people 
Operate accountable program—prepare them for jobs 
Community Support 
FFA Executive Secretary 
Involve community leaders in program 
Reward or recognize community leaders for their 
support 
Program involved in community needs (BOAC) 
State Consultants 
Active advisory committee 
Advisory committee 
Active public relations 
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Public relations/local newspaper, radio 
TV coverage ' 
Personal visits with parents 
Alumni, adults, young farmers important 
Vo-Ag visibility 
Recognize groups/individuals who help out 
Publicity—utilize students, not just instructor 
Program/teacher/student visibility in community 
Public relations 
Student achievement 
Don't work in a vacuum—Be a good neighbor 
Needs a good program to support 
Involvement and communication 
Student success, community involvement of staff/ 
students 
People in community willing to serve as resource 
people 
Community supporting Vo-Ag and FFA activities 
Comes when you have a good organized program 
Community donates time and products 
Community provides money for facilities/supplies 
Seek community support for the Vo-Ag program 
Program identity involves parents/community 
leaders 
Positive consideration for program 
FFA/agriculture students must first support the 
community 
Involve FFA in community service activities 
FFA community programs provide continuous 
involvement 
Good involvement of FFA in community activities 
A positive community image must be developed 
The agriculture teacher is a community resource 
Critical 
Ongoing 
Ability of teacher, relevancy of instruction, ambi¬ 
tion, and support highly correlated 
Teacher Educators 
Communicating program to community 
Annual open house 
BOAC projects 
BOAC project 
Planned activities with civic organizations 
Community resources widely utilized 
Appropriate use of community resources 
Are community resources used in instructional 
program 
Recognition given to supporters in the community 
Are community business people recognized for 
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support 
Based on good public relations 
Good public relations program 
Good public relations program 
Community kept informed of the proqram 
Public relations 
Inform community about program 
Teacher active in community affairs 
Recognizable 
Broad in nature 
Money 
Appropriate financial support 
Hire kids in SOEP's 
Help of community 
Periodic needs assessment 
Home visits (SOEP) 
Responds positively to teacher requests 
Provides support for funding 
Good community activities 
Service projects by members 
Include FFA activities that contribute to 
community 
Safety campaign 
Community service projects 
Advisory Council is used 
Involvement 
Order/Discipline 
FFA Executive Secretary 
Let students know who is in charge 
Be fair and honest with students 
A must 
State Consultants 
Support the teacher to have discipline 
A must for the program 
Hands-on learning provides activity not discipline 
problems 
Early goal development and parental input reduces 
discipline problems 
Well organized, competent teacher 
Organization of instructional materials, equipment, 
laboratories enhances learning environment 
Teacher preparedness and enthusiasm 
Becomes easier after a teacher develops a reputation 
Teacher must develop planned, interesting curriculum 
Normal good instruction—A well run school 
Interesting program 
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Good organized program 
well planned and organized activities usually 
eliminate discipline problems 
Good rules and follow-up 
Maintain discipline with flexibility 
Don't be afraid of humor 
Teachers should set realistic expectations and 
enforce them religiously 
Teachers follow district policy 
Discuss expectations with administrators and 
students 
Fair rules understood and communicated to all 
involved 
Classroom rules known and understood 
Behavior policies must be understood by all con¬ 
cerned 
Establish consistant, uniform expectations of 
student behavior 
Let students know early what is expected of them 
Be consistant and fair 
Known to students 
Is a natural outgrowth of firmness and fairness 
Staff and student rapport 
A good example is set 
Use problem solving methodology of teaching 
Individualize instruction to SOEP 
Know your students and their parents—regular 
SOEP visits 
Ability of instructor to manage student behavior 
single most important competence 
Teacher Educators 
Teachers who respect students as individuals and act 
in that fashion 
Treat students as people 
Student involvement in discipline 
Involvement of students in establishing expecta¬ 
tions 
Administrative support for it 
Administrative support 
Instructors are never addressed by first name 
A relaxed but orderly learning atmosphere is main¬ 
tained 
Teacher behavior sets the example 
Respectful students 
Student manners 
A total school system that has goals, expectations & 
standards 
Planned and organized classes/shops 
Well organized teacer 
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Teacher prepared 
Be prepared for classroom instruction 
Teacher needs to be business like and prepared 
Use assertiveness techniques with student input 
Reputation for good discipline 
Parent support for order/discipline 
Parent involvement 
No nonsense approach 
Teacher establishes a good learning environment 
Provide instructional activities which motivate 
students 
Teacher handles own discipline problems 
Teacher in control 
Are students managed to maximize learning outcomes 
Are students directed in learning activities 
Quiet organized learning environment 
Students learn to accept responsibility for their 
actions 
Consider agriculture part of total school offering 
Team teachers with other staff 
Establish expectations early 
Student code of conduct 
Set standards in writing early 
Enforce consistantly 
Be fair 
There is a written written policy for dealing 
with disruptive behavior 
Student behavior conducive to learning and 
productivity 
Deliver what you promise 
Credibility 
FFA Executive Secretaries 
Be dependable and honest 
Treat others fairly 
Students must know after taking courses 
State Consultants 
Teacher must develop a planned, interesting 
curriculum 
Instructional program must have quality 
Modern curriculum 
Strong, organized Vo-Ag program 
A dollar's input must produce a dollar's output 
Result of a good, organized program 
Teacher attends inservice, update workshops 
Teacher works with industry to keep up-to-date 
Administrators and counselors must support goals of 
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program 
A trusted source of information 
A dependable way to get projects done 
Up-front 
Truthful 
Know the subjects you teach 
Competence of individual instructor 
Teacher competence 
A good teacher creates a credible program 
Technical knowledge and professional competence 
of teacher 
Honesty, fairness, impartiality 
Avoid having program looked upon as a dumping area 
for poor students 
Teacher follows-up on what he/she said they would do 
Don't expect to be an expert in all areas 
Unless you're an expert—be a facilitator 
The abilities of program completers 
Students are successful 
Success in placement after graduation in name of 
the game 
Visibility in community 
Credibility and recognition go hand and hand 
Teacher Educators 
Keeping parents informed 
Communicating program to community 
Be truthful 
Be on time 
Individual goals/objectives are met regularly by 
students 
High student participation is achieved in all 
activities 
Based on program success 
Graduate success 
Hard work 
Serious about the job of teaching 
Don't take shortcuts—always expect a maximum of 
effort/performance from students 
Deliver what you promise 
Do what you say you will 
Base progrm on community needs 
Legitimate 
Recognizable 
High knowledge level 
Ability to think on student level 
Present positive image 
Students recognized for leadership and knowledge 
Teacher recognized by community as a leader in field 
Teacher is respected as an agricultural authority 
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Teacher is respected as a teacher 
Knowledgable teacher 
Quality shop products 
Accurate reporting of information 
Inform others of accomplishments of the 
Work closely with advisory committee and 
tration 
program 
adminis- 
Administration in "*«»» to the 
Keep detailed records; report what you do 
Enjoys good internal/external public relations 
Quality products (students) 
Teacher with experience in ag industry 
Is program respected in community? . 
Do students/parents and others believe the pro¬ 
gram is viable for the community? 
Teacher shows evidence of working effectively with 
other staff members 
Individual Student Growth 
FFA Executive Secretaries 
Means of evaluation of student progress 
Individual counseling with students 
State Consultants 
SOE program 
Appropriate SOE 
Home visits 
Record keeping 
SOE visits 
SOE and FFA growth 
Make individual project visits 
Total agriculture industry 
True reward of teaching agriculture 
Poorer students grow more in ability than do best 
students 
Provide a variety of learning opportunities 
Positive attitude towards students 
Outcome based approach 
Goal setting 
Recognize and reward student achievement 
Recognize achievements 
Offer as many opportunities as possible 
Use successful students to motivate others 
Student is top priority 
Result of a good, organized program 
Score made on performance tests 
Program must be challenging and goals obtainable 
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Pr°gram advances each year enrolled 
here else can growth be measured as well as in FFA 
Development of leadership skills in FFA 
Positive when FFA utilized as instructional tool 
Enhanced by positive, enthusiatic, committed 
instructor who teaches students first, subiect 
matter second J u 
Teacher committment 
Good teacher using equipment/facilities wisely 
High expectations from the teacher 
Student goals lead to continued growth 
Teacher Educators 
SOEP 
SOEP record review 
SOEP records 
SOEP participation 
Strong SOEP 
Individualize curriculum whenever possible 
Give students room for growth 
Knowledge of goals 
Positive feedback 
Meaningful classes 
Treat students as real people 
Evidenced through recognition program 
Objectively evaluated 
FFA 
Evidence of leadership training 
Active FFA 
FFA participation 
Use FFA for all students 
There is evidence of student growth at differing 
ability levels 
Student follow-up records are kept 
Provides challenging experiences 
Helps students to challenge themselves 
Adequate education to achieve goal at graduation 
Are at or above standardized test scores 
Academic records and knowledge results 
Are students entering ag jobs or higher education? 
Are students involved in agriculture through FFA and 
SOEP 
Identify goals and help students reach them 
Individual goals and objectives are met regularly 
by students 
High student participation in all activities 
Competency based 
Teams are top ten in state 
50% of students are in agriculture or on follow-up 
studies 
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High expectations for all students 
Time Utilization 
FFA Executive Secretaries 
Have daily plans 
Evaluate use of time on regular basis 
State Consultants 
Develop an IEP for every student in lab 
Use community resources such as alumni 
Utilize help—advisory committees, etc. 
Make use of community resource people 
Teacher uses students and parents to assist 
Agriculture teachers do the best for each student 
Time spent on task is a secondary issue to most 
teachers 
Will depend on type of program 
Don't try to do it all 
Reduce number of units taught 
Always time to do what you enjoy 
Don't forget your own family 
Time management 
Supports classroom/SOE/FFA/shop 
Carry-through 
Select the important, necessary things that must be 
done 
Set priorities-make plan 
Plan, keep notes/reminders 
Work from "To Do" lists 
Monthly, yearly schedules of Vo-Ag activities 
Planning 
Ability to prioritize, delegate authority, 
timeliness 
Effective use reduces stress 
Plan time in advance 
Work ethic 
60% lab, 40% techinical 
Work must be planned for maximum utilization of time 
Adequate time must be allotted for completion of 
activities 
Have good time on task 
Use every minute allotted to you 
Don't put off what can be done immediately 
Do it now 
Instructors never seem to have enough time 
Have students help set up and clean up 
Know what school and community expect—do that first 
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Teacher Educators 
Review of time use 
Advisory committee input 
Advisory committee is involved in evaluating time 
utilization 
Weekly and long range schedules are developed and 
followed 
Long and short range goals 
Efficient use of time 
Good organization 
Organization 
Organized class and shop time 
Planning and priority setting 
Materials and facilities 
Handle paper only once or twice 
Manage own time—don't allow students to monopolize 
or plan your time 
Inventory current use 
Identify and correct problems 
Utilize students 
Delegate responsibilities (students and officers) 
Written plan for summer activities 
Deadlines are met 
Use a calender 
Working plan 
Flexable 
Be on time 
Have department secretary 
Gets job done 
Time for personal life 
Schedule some for yourself 
Spends 40-50 hours/week maximizing program output 
Balance FFA, SOEP & classroom 
No other jobs 
Do students make good use of learning time 
Does teacher effectively manage his teaching/super¬ 
visory time 
Teacher is on task 
12 month program 
Identify priorities 
Effective Teaching 
FFA Executive Secretaries 
Growth of students/student progress 
How well following course outlines and curriculum 
State Consultants 
Teachers attitude 
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Dedication 
Well prepared, dedicated teacher 
Knowledge of subject matter 
Preparedness 
Be prepared each day 
Measured by success of students —our students 
succeed 
Use of classroom, shop, SOEP, and FFA leads to 
effectiveness 
Well developed curriculum plan 
Have a lesson plan 
Students know the objectives of the instructional 
unit 
Teacher teaches to an objective . 
Teach to the objective 
Outcome based 
Know specifically what you expect students to 
know and do 
Staff works within limitations and uses help 
Students are motivated to learn 
Critical 
Managing resources 
Well organized teacher 
Variety of educational methods 
Doing worthwhile and interesting things for students 
Instructor 90% of program 
Get rid of poor teachers 
Discipline first 
Student control 
Proper methods of instruction are used in classroom 
Use of problem solving approach 
Use the problem solving method 
Use of several types on media 
Discovery and application is essential 
Active participation by students 
Student centered, utilizes a variety of technigues 
related to SOEP 
Individualized on job, on site instruction 
included 
Teacher Educators 
Regular inservice participation 
Variety of teaching techniques 
Use varied and appropriate teaching techniques 
Experiment with techniques 
Up-to-date teaching methods being used 
Use of laboratory and supervised practice 
Hands-on activities to support classroom instruc¬ 
tion 
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Lesson plans are developed and utilized for all 
instruction 
Prepared lesson plans 
Well planned 
Clear objectives and lesson plans 
Organization 
Systematic instruction 
Involve students 
Develop 2 or 3 objectives for each lesson 
Top 10% of all teachers in local school system 
Let students know what's expected of them 
Measurable 
Validated 
Expand experience to meet community needs 
Problem solving approach is heavily utilized 
Problem solving approach 
Problem solving 
Use of problem solving strategies 
Avoiding lecture as a technique 
Enthusiastic 
Enthusiastic and motivated 
Technically competent 
Up-to-date technical information being 
disseminated 
Good role model 
Student outcomes 
SOEP successes 
Students are being educated 
Community, teachers, peers, accept techniques being 
used 
Use of resources 
Use the community as a teaching/learning labora¬ 
tory 
Up-to-date instructional materials are available 
Community oriented 
Adult/Younq Farmer Education 
Involve in teaching program 
Have organized Adult/Young Farmer classes 
State Consultants 
Competent and committed teacher 
School district support 
District support 
Community and school support for the program 
A natural for our well trained teachers 
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Moye strongly toward a good adult program (wave of 
the future) 
Curriculum includes financial management, marketing 
agricultural commodities, cash flow analysis 
budgeting, and planning 
Instructional staff has no other teaching responsi¬ 
bilities 
Teacher is excited about Young Farmer and adult 
programs 
Should have greater priority 
Young teachers should not avoid this rewarding 
teaching 
Teach the classes themselves (Vo-Ag teacher) 
Very important to success of the program 
For support 
Public Relations 
Provides the best community relations program 
available 
Good support group 
Teacher has an organized adult/young farmer class 
Working with adults/young farmer is one justifica¬ 
tion for extended contracts 
Home visits are a must 
Conduct on-site visits to class participants 
Ask for help and develop a friendship 
Planning involves potential students 
Young farmers help plan programs 
Offer classes needed/wanted by adults 
Adults learn new farm practices 
On-going indepth programs 
Select one area to specialize in 
Teacher Educators 
Vo-Ag teachers have major responsibility for teaching 
Use of advisory group to develop content 
Use of advisory group to plan the program 
Advisory committee 
On-farm instruction 
Young Farmer organization 
Has Young Farmer organization 
Young Farmer chapter 
On-site, pre-enrollment visitation 
Focus instruction on problem solving 
Locally planned program 
Activities that meet local needs 
Meet current needs with timely programs 
Organized plan for full year of monthly meetings 
Put at community college 
Management oriented (computers) 
Has one that is active and meets one time/month 
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Regular meetings/get togethers 
Establish core group and meet on continuous basis 
Regularity of meetings 
Broad enrollment 
Organized for established agriculturists 
Young Farmer organized for agriculturists tryinq to qet 
established 
Adult/Young Farmer affiliated with State and 
National organizations 
Evidence of educational activities 
Time provided 
Organize and teach one 
There is an adult/young farmer program in the school 
Well planned meeting local needs 
Input to identify topics 
Allow young farmers to help determine curriculum 
Individualization 
Topics of value to farmers 
Use resource people for special topics 
Integrated into day program 
Program sought out by adult/young farmers 
Student Recruitment/Enrollment 
FFA Executive Secretaries 
Use student organization—FFA members for recruiting 
Offer quality program—enrollment will take care of 
itself 
The program must sell itself 
State Consultants 
Positive program 
Quality programs need little recruitment 
All students who can profit from program should be 
allowed to enroll 
Program, students, and facilities must have polish 
and eye appeal to attract others 
Dynamic class 
Effective instruction by the teacher 
Important 
A must for maintenance and growth 
Must reach all elementary students 
Personal contact with potential students 
Student visitation 
Every person aware of program in understandable way 
Recruit 8th graders—not a dirty word 
8th graders 
Never stop encouraging students to join 
Identify potential students and explain program 
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benefits to those students 
Active program 
Sound programs and activities enhance enrollment 
Students recruit students 
Vo-Ag students conduct program for 8th graders 
8th graders visit Vo-Ag program 
Train current students to recruit younger students 
Having a plan 
Develop a comprehensive, year round plan 
Planned 
Annual-year round 
Always being done, over and over again 
Doing it 
A successful high school program 
Recruitment activities at 8th grade level 
Continually emphasizes opportunities in total ag 
industry 
Instructor enthusiasm, exploration of careers, per¬ 
sonal growth and development part of curriculum 
Use every possible means 
Strong FFA 
Enthusiastic students 
Public relations 
Teacher Educators 
Good public relations program 
Quality of students in program 
Support of total school system 
Get on speaking terms with counselors 
Good rapport with counselor 
Junior Agriculture club 
Agriculture in the classroom 
All prospective students visited ar home prior to 
enrollment 
Pre-enrollment visit with student and parents 
Advisory committee assists in recruitment activities 
Active program 
Junior high recruitment visits 
Contact all 8th grade students 
Effort to contact and inform potential students 
Quality of program 
Well organized classes 
High quality program 
Organize agriculture classes to have something 
for everyone 
Outstanding teacher 
Develop presentations on Vo-Ag for elementary 
classes and publicize throughout school district 
Occassional dress up days for Vo-Ag students to show 
their "stuff" 
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Organized procedure identified and used 
Attractive brochure developed and program planned 
Planned program being implemented 
Planned recruitment program in operation 
Planned information program is used 
Use students to sell program to others 
Use FFA officers to contact 8th graders 
Select students with occupational goals in Ag 
Get SOEPs lined up with stated occupational goals 
Let prospective students know opportunities in Ag 
Show students learning activities in Vo-Ag 
Limit enrollment to provide for individual attention 
Vo-Ag enrollment a substantial portion of school 
enrollment 
Prospective students have an opportunity to learn 
what is involved in the Vo-Ag program 
Use FFA 
Sex equity 
Ability equity 
Public Relations 
FFA Executive Secretaries 
Tell others outside "AG" what you are doing 
Use FFA activities as public relations program 
Need to "market" good news 
State Consultants 
Good program 
Effectiveness of instructional staff and image of 
program 
Active FFA 
Through FFA Program 
Strong FFA 
FFA creates good public awareness 
Positive program 
Active program 
Involves more than publicity and awards earned 
Involvement in community 
Aware of the many publics 
Program presented in understandable, pleasant 
packages 
Newspaper stories with pictures 
Chapter officers participate in local activities 
A priority item 
Time is scheduled to meet this need 
Planned 
Have a plan 
Annual and on-going 
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Tj C?”Jj*n“°us Put)licity done by students 
Identify the public image desired 
Develop 10031 newspaper, radio releases 
Utilizes local news media whenever possible 
Know your people, newspaper, radio, TV-first name 
DclS IS 
Involve news media personnel in program activi¬ 
ties 
Inform community of activities through available 
media sources 
Newspaper articles 
FFA banquet 
Radio programs 
Open house 
Timely reports of activities 
Doing a good job not enough—people must know it 
Public recognition of achievements and support 
Regular public relations activities—not just big 
splashes 
Important 
Do it 
Teacher Educators 
High quality program 
Organized program 
Local newspaper supplement during FFA week 
Year round use of media 
Regular releases 
Personnal and individualized input to media 
News items 
Evidence of positive relationship with rest of 
school 
Vo-Ag program actively participates in community 
activities 
Active chapter reporter 
Use of FFA and SOEP 
Use FFA 
Good relationship with newspapers, etc 
Evidenced 
Broad, more than FFA—total program 
Public relation activities cover more than just 
FFA 
Public realtions gets parents, others into school 
and involved in activities or in SOE project tour 
Accurate and credible information available about 
program 
Good housekeeping 
Solid instructional program 
An effective effort to keep the public informed 
exists 
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Report student accomplishments 
Let people know about student successes 
Use radio, TV, newspaper, and reports to school 
board and Administration 
Use media to keep everyone informed 
Enlist the help of others to inform the public 
One article per month in local paper 
Newsmedia seeks out information 
Use every available resource 
Success stories appear regularly in local media 
Have mayor proclaim Vocational Education day 
Report student involvement in the community— 
-economic development 
Keep community informed 
Planned program being implemented 
Organized and special 
Regular program 
Planned public relations program 
Calender of public relations activity 
Open house 
Supervised Occupational Experience 
FFA Executive Secretaries 
Every student has quality SOEP 
Contests and awards program for exceptional SOEP's 
Outdated for all students 
Classroom instruction more important 
State Consultants 
A must for all students 
Require every student to participate 
Each student have a program 
Require all students to develop SOE program 
Number 1 ingredient for all enrolled 
Positively required of all/with good records 
Require each student have an SOE 
An expected requirement for all students 
Individualized to the needs of the students 
Keep good and accurate records of SOEP activities 
Keep good records 
Keeping current the student record books 
Emphasis to be placed on outcomes 
Focused on competencies required in students 
career goal 
Continuous supervision provides sound experiences 
Good, consistent meaningful supervision 
Regular visits 
Integral part of program 
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StonS0ECant am°Unt of instructional time devoted 
Guts of the program 
Important 
Promotes program success 
Makes the program truly vocational 
Highly encouraged by teacher 
Opportunities are provided 
Innovative and active SOE programming 
Assist students in locating work stations when 
needed 
Help each student establish an SOEP 
Support students in finding suitable experiences 
Must include all aspects—cooperative placement, 
internship, shadowing, laboratories 
Relationship to curriculum provides a model for 
educational reform 
This is needed/needs to be rethought out by teachers 
Teacher Educators 
Time allocated 
Time for goal setting and individualized instruction 
Required 
Record books updated on weekly basis 
Records of accomplishments 
All students keep records 
Appropriate student and department records 
covering SOEP 
Proficiency award applications 
All students have an agricultural occupational 
objective 
SOE in keeping with career goals 
Junior year has SOE and career goal lined up 
All students participate in SOE, visited at least 4 
times/year 
100% participation 
Required of all students 
Require for all students 
All students involved some way 
Each student have an appropriate SOEP 
All involved 
Required of all 
Involvement of all students 
100% involvement 
All students have planned SOE 
High percentage entrepreneurship 
Parent involvement in SOE 
Teacher/student/parent/employer conferenct 
Develop slide set of past/present SOEPs—use with 
freshman 
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Sufficient duration and intensity 
Componant of final grade 
Teacher interest and belief in value 
Identification of alternate SOEPs 
Expand the idea to supervised practice 
Supervised practice be an outgrowth of curriculum 
Provide space at school 
Make SOE visits a priority 
Supervision by Vo-Ag instructor 
School cooperatives for students with limited 
resources 
Variety of options for SOE programs 
Look at all the options available 
Be creative,i.e., more than traditional projects 
Diversified SOE alternatives to meet student 
needs and interest 
Future Farmers of America 
FFA Executive Secretaries 
Every student a member of FFA 
Every FFA member involved in FFA activities 
Prime importance 
Community involvement 
State Consultants 
All agriculture students are members 
Involve all Vo-Ag students 
Percentage of agriculture students who are 
members is high 
Require each student to participate—not just 
belong 
Encourage 100% membership 
High percentage of students are members 
All students join 
Lab for personal development 
Do it 
Have a plan 
Make FFA a desired, respected opportunity for stu¬ 
dents 
Keep limited to what can be done well 
Program of activities consistant with program curri 
cular focus . . . .. 
FFA activities an outgrowth of instructional 
program 
Variety of activities 
High profile, active chapter 
Teacher effectively intergrates FFA into classroom 
Activities are goal oriented 
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A sound, continuous program 
Teacher properly prepares students for participation 
A JOY and opportunity for students and teachers 
Puts excellence into Vo-Ag 
Important and necessary 
Guts of program 
Vitally important to active program 
Integral 
Done in business like educational manner 
Intensive training of chapter officers—yearly 
Good officer training program 
Best sales effort for the program 
Excellenat teaching device 
The single most effective model for making instruc¬ 
tion meaningful and relevant 
An exemplary model for developing communications, 
leadership, job seeking, helping and societal 
competencies 
Involve community and parents 
Teacher Educators 
Change name to reflect broadened nature of Vo-Ag 
More emphasis on teaching instead of winning contests 
Intergral part of the program 
Program of work that gives every student opportunity 
Selection of FFA activities that compliment and 
relate to curriculum 
Member centered activities and management 
Student participation consistant with career goal 
Advisor and officers develop program of work 
Utilize program of activities 
Provide a variety of activities so all can be 
involved 
A challenging program of activities carried out 
annually 
Participation in local, district, and state 
activities 
Appropriate written program of activities 
Committee leadership/participation used as evalua¬ 
tion criteria 
Opportunity for recognition 
Leadership/interpersonnal skill development 
Well planned, organized, and fun meetings 
Well prepared officers and committee chairs 
Well prepared and dedicated officers 
Operate through committees 
Active chapter exists 
Student run 
An active membership run by the officers 
Active chapter participating in appropriate 
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activities 
School wide involvement of FFA members 
Respected 
Exemplary 
Chapter awards programs 
All students are members 
Required of all students 
Involvement of all students 
100% membership 
100% participation 
Involve all students 
All students are FFA members and participate 
Sound training of young/first year members 
Everyone is on a committee 
Advanced degree applications 
APPENDIX D 
SURVEY 2 DATA TABLES 
(CONNECTICUT SURVEY) 
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The following data resulted from taking the infor¬ 
mation from Survey II and analyzing it using statistics. 
Survey II had two distinct response categories for each 
identified practice. Response A was the importance that 
each respondent attached to the practice. Response B was 
« 
the frequency with which the practice had been used in the 
vocational agriculture program with which the respondent 
had been most familiar. The Tables are presented in rank 
order of importance as determined by the mean and standard 
deviation of the total population sample for each identi¬ 
fied practice. All statistical measures were obtained from 
using the Statistical Package for the Social Services at 
the University of Massachusetts Computer Center. In each 
Table there are two major categories of respondents: the 
first group consists of all respondents separated into 
groups dependent on whether they were employed or not 
employed in agriculture. The second group contained the 
categories the respondents placed themselves in, 
irregardless of agricultural employment--teachers, 
students, recently graduated students, parents, advisory 
committee members, and school administrators? all of whom 
were associated with vocational agriculture programs, as 
well as agriculturally related community members. The last 
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demographical question, size of town, is not given because 
there were only eight items on which the respondent's 
answers were significantly different. When significant 
differences were found between groups (using an analysis of 
variance routine) further tests (post hoc t test) were 
carried out to determine which groups had significant dif¬ 
ferences between them. To aid in the reader's interpreta¬ 
tion of the data it will be helpful to remember that in 
Survey II, Response A, a response of "1" meant that the 
respondent thought the practice was very important, a "2" 
was labeled as important, a "3" was labeled as somewhat 
important, a "4" was labeled as not important, and a "5" 
was labeled as no opinion. Survey II, Response B 
(frequency of use), had the following response scale; "1" 
for always used, "2" for often used, "3" for sometimes 
used, "4" for infrequently used, and "5" for don't know. 
In the following tables "NR", for both Response A and 
Response B, means no response as the writer did not discard 
questionnaires in cases where respondents failed to answer 
every question. The overall mean, standard deviation and 
frequency of responses for Survey II are given in each 
Table. For Response A the statistics are given for each 
grouping of respondents, for Response B the statistics 
displayed are the average for all respondents. In 
compiling the statistics both the "5" response (no opinion) 
227 
and the "NR" response (no response) were coded as missing, 
therefore they were not included in the mean or standard 
deviation figures. The means may be skewed towards a 
higher level of importance by eliminating these responses 
but, because all means were determined in the same manner, 
the relative importance should not be effected. The rela¬ 
tive ranking (based on the mean and variation) of each 
practice within respondent groups are given to provide an 
additional comparison between groups. 
All data included in the tables are for the total 
number of respondents completing the questionnaire for 
Survey II. From the twenty percent of non-respondents from 
the first mailing of Survey II who were mailed new surveys 
(total=ninety-two), there were twenty new respondents. 
These numbers exclude vocational agriculture teachers as 
they were reminded to return the Survey II questionnaires 
personally by the researcher. When an analysis of variance 
was performed between the two groups (original verses 
secondary respondents) for means related to importance no 
significant difference between the groups was noted (at the 
.05 level). No analysis of variance was performed for 
individual groupings (for example, students responding to 
the original questionnaire verses the second mailing of the 
questionnaire) or for the mean of the frequency of use 
(Response B). 
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TABLE 27 
TEACHERS ARE WELL PREPARED AND DEDICATED 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Freguency 
1 2 
of Responses (%)* 
3 4 5 NR 
Response A—Importance 
Overall 1 1.28 .52 74.1 21.9 3.2 0.4 0.4 0.0 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 1 1.19 .39 80.0 18.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 9 1.51 .66 58.2 32.9 8.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Grad 1 1.03@ .19 96.6 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 3 1.20 .41 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 11 1.35@ 1 .00 82.4 11.8 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 4 1.36 .49 64.3 35.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 2 1.17 .51 88.9 5.6 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B- -Frequency of Use 
Overall 6 1.79 .83 41.0 34.8 14.3 3.3 6.2 0.5 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=247 F=4.83 
Significances00 
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TABLE 28 
THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM IS WELL BALANCED AND INCLUDES 
LEADERSHIP DEVELOPMENT, WORK EXPERIENCE, 
 AND TECHNICAL SKILL TRAINING 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
category 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 2 1.31 .54 71.7 25.1 2.4 0.4 0.4 0.0 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 5 1.30 .46 70.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Student 10 1.53@ .80 60.8 29.1 7.6 1.3 1.3 0.0 
Ag Grad 2 1.03@ .19 96.6 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 4 1.20 .41 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 5 1.29 .47 70.6 29.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 5 1.36 .49 64.3 35.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 1 1.11 .32 88.9 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Overall 3 
Response 
2.12 
B—Frequency of Use 
.93 21.9 28.6 18.1 6.2 23.8 1.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=250 
Significance=.00 
F=6.50 
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TABLE 29 
STUDENT ACHIEVEMENTS ARE RECOGNIZED AND REWARDED 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency •of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
Response A—Importance (NS) 
Overall 3 1.34 .56 69.7 25.9 3.2 0.4 0.0 0.8 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 10 1.30 .56 73.3 20.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 1 1.38 .63 67.1 26.6 3.8 1.3 0.0 1.3 
Ag Grad 11 1.24 .44 75.9 24.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 11 1.30 .57 75.0 20.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 10 1.29 .59 76.5 17.6 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 2 1.46 .51 53.6 46.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 7 1.28 .58 77.8 16.7 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B— Frequency of Use 
Overall 1 1.62 .72 48.1 36.7 9.0 1.4 2.9 1.9 
★Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
★Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
(NS)=No Significant Differences in Table 
Degrees of Freedom=248 F=.57 
Significance=.76 
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TABLE 30 
THE TEACHER IS WELL ORGANIZED AND COMPETENT 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 4 1.34 . 55 68.9 26.3 3.6 0.0 0.0 1.2 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 4 1.27 .48 73.3 23.3 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 4 1.40 .61 64.6 26.6 6.3 0.0 0.0 2.5 
Ag Grad 5 1.21 .49 82.8 13.8 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 1 1.10@ .31 90.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 12 1.35 .49 64.7 35.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 7 1.43 .50 57.1 42.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 32 1.61@ .70 50.0 38.9 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 10 1.89 .86 36.2 37.1 16.2 4.8 2.9 2.9 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
♦Signifies significant differences between respondent 
groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=249 
Significance=.04 
F=2.24 
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TABLE 31 
TEACHER HAS TECHNICAL KNOWLEDGE IN AREA AND IS PROFES¬ 
SIONALLY COMPETENT 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 5 1.34 . 59 69.3 25.1 2.4 1.2 1.2 0.8 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 2 1.19 .39 80.0 18.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 12 1.56@ .78 54.4 31.6 5.1 3.8 3.8 1.3 
Ag Graduate 3 1.10@ .31 89.7 10.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 12 1.35 .59 70.0 25.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 13 1.35 .61 70.6 23.5 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 8 1.43 .50 57.1 42.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 3 1.17 .38 83.3 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 4 1.75 .78 39.5 43.8 7.1 4.3 3.3 1.9 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 F=4.66 
Significance=.00 
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TABLE 32 
EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES FOR VOCATIONAL AGRICULTURE ARE 
KEPT UP-TO-DATE 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency 
1 2 
of 
3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A—Importance (NS) 
Overall 6 1.35 .56 68.1 27.1 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 13 1.42 .50 58.3 41.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Student 2 1.36 .64 72.2 17.7 8.9 0.0 0.0 1.3 
Ag Graduate 15 1.41 .68 17.2 75.9 6.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 16 1.10 .31 90.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 14 1.29 .47 70.6 29.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 3 1.33 .48 64.3 32.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 
Ag Related 8 1.40 .50 61.1 38.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 23 2.11 .73 19.C ) 48.1 26.‘ 7 1.4 3. 8 1.0 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
(NS)=No Significant Differences in Table 
Degrees of Freedom=248 F=.926 
Significance=..48 
234 
TABLE 33 
THE PROGRAM IS INTERESTING AND WELL PLANNED 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of 
12 3 
Responses 
4 5 
UJ* 
NR 
Response A—: Importance (NS) 
Overall 7 1.36 .55 67.3 28.3 3.6 0.0 0.0 0 . 8 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 16 1.32 .47 66.7 31.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 1 .7 
Ag Student 3 2.03 .80 27.8 32.9 30.4 0.0 6.3 2 .5 
Ag Grad 16 1.65 .86 55.2 27.6 13.8 3.4 0.0 0 . 0 
Parent 17 1.95 .60 20.0 65.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 0 .0 
Consulting 15 1.75 .68 35.3 47.1 11.8 0.0 5.9 0 .0 
Admin 6 2.04 .51 10.7 75.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 0 .0 
Ag Related 9 1.71 .92 50.0 27.8 11.1 5.6 5.6 0 .0 
Response B— Frequency of Use 
Overall 11 1.92 .78 30.5 43.3 18.6 2.4 2.4 2 .9 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
(NS)=No Significant Differences in Table 
Degrees of Freedom=248 F=1.78 
Significance=.10 
TABLE 34 
THERE IS A WELL-PLANNED, STRONG VOCATIONAL 
AGRICULTURE PROGRAM 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
Response A—Importance 
Overall 8 1.36 .59 68.9 25.1 4.8 0.4 0.0 0.8 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 3 1.20 .48 81.7 13.3 3.3 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 11 1.54@ .73 58.2 29.1 10.1 1.3 0.0 1.3 
Ag Grad 7 1.31 .54 72.1 24.1 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 5 1.20 .41 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 1 1.180# .39 82.4 17.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 16 1.54# .51 46.4 53.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 4 1.28 .58 77.8 16.7 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B— Frequency of Use 
Overall 7 1.84 .82 38.1 32.9 20.0 1.4 5.7 1.9 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 
Significance=..00 
F=3.00 
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TABLE 35 
STUDENTS ACTIVELY PARTICIPATE IN LESSONS 
(HANDS-ON LEARNING) 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency 
1 2 
of 
<3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 9 1.40 .60 64.5 30.3 4.4 0.4 0.4 0.0 
Ag Employ 1.49 .72 61.3 30.0 7.3 0.7 0.7 0.0 
Not Ag Emp 1.31 .46 69.3 30.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Teacher 12 1.35 .55 68.3 28.3 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Student 13 1.57@ .71 54.4 35.4 8.9 1.3 0.0 0.0 
Ag Grad 4 1.17 .47 86.2 10.3 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 2 1.10@ .31 90.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 16 1.38 .50 58.8 35.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 12 1.50 .51 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 14 1.44 .62 61.1 33.3 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 5 1.76 .71 36.2 46.7 9.0 2.4 4.3 1.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 F=4.01 
Significance=.00 
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TABLE 36 
ALL STUDENTS ARE REQUIRED TO KEEP RECORDS ON AN 
APPROVED SOEP 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency 
1 2 
of 
•3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A- 
—Importance 
Overall 10 1.42 .59 61.4 31.9 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 8 1.32 .54 71.7 25.0 3.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Student 7 1.50 .66 58.2 31.6 8.9 0.0 1.3 0.0 
Ag Grad 6 1.24 .44 75.9 24.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 18 1.39 .61 60.0 25.0 5.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 
Consulting 8 1.31§ .60 70.6 17.6 5.9 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 33 1.71@ .46 28.6 71.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 12 1.41 .62 61.1 27.8 5.6 0.0 0.0 5.6 
Overall 
Response 
2 1.63 
B—Frequency of Use 
.83 51.9 24.3 12.4 2.9 6.7 1.9 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 
Significance=.00 
F=4.64 
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TABLE 37 
SUPPORTIVE SCHOOL CLIMATE, INCLUDING PARENTS 
AND ADMINISTRATORS, IS EVIDENT 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of 
12 3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A- 
—Importance 
Overall 11 1.43 .62 63.3 29.9 5.6 0.4 0.8 0.0 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 9 1.33 .48 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Student 19 1.66@# .77 49.4 32.9 13.9 1.3 2.5 0.0 
Ag Graduate 24 1.48 .69 62.1 27.6 10.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 6 1.20@ .41 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 2 1.17# .39 82.4 17.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 1 1.29 .46 71.4 28.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 6 1.33 .48 66.7 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 40 2.26 1.03 26.2 33.8 21.0 15.2 2.9 1.0 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=250 F=4.23 
Significance=.00 
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TABLE 38 
ADEQUATE FINANCING IS PROVIDED FOR THE PROGRAM TO 
OPERATE EFFECTIVELY 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
Response A—Importance (NS) 
Overall 12 1.43 .63 61.8 31.9 2.8 1.6 1.6 0.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Empl NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 21 1.35 .52 66.7 31.7 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Student 5 1.47 .74 62.0 24.1 6.3 2.5 5.1 0.0 
Ag Grad 19 1.48 .69 58.6 37.9 0.0 3.4 0.0 0.0 
Parent 20 1.25 .44 75.0 2.50 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 17 1.41 .51 58.8 41.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 9 1.56 .51 42.9 53.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 
Ag Related 13 1.50 .86 66.7 22.2 5.6 5.6 0.0 0.0 
Response B— Frequency of Use 
Overall 18 2.06 .90 24.3 43.3 12.9 8.6 10.5 0.5 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
(NS)=No Significant Differences in Table 
Degrees of Freedom=249 F=1.25 
Significance=.28 
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TABLE 39 
THE LOCAL SCHOOL ADMINISTRATION KNOWS WHAT IS 
OCCURRING WITHIN THE PROGRAM 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of 
12-3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)♦ 
NR 
Response A—: Importance (NS) 
Overall 13 1.48 .66 58.2 33.9 4.4 1.6 1.2 0.8 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 25 1.41 .59 63.3 30.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 6 1.54 .70 53.2 38.0 3.8 2.5 2.5 0.0 
Ag Grad 27 1.46 .74 62.1 27.6 3.4 3.4 3.4 0.0 
Parent 23 1.32 .48 65.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 
Consulting 23 1.41 .71 70.6 17.6 11.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 11 1.68 .48 32.1 67.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 18 1.44 .92 77.8 5.6 11.1 5.6 0.0 0.0 
Response B— Frequency of Use 
Overall 44 2.28 1.09 29.0 26.7 21.0 17.1 5.7 0.5 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
(NS)=No Significant Differences in Table 
Degrees of Freedom=248 F=1.06 
Significance=.39 
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TABLE 40 
STUDENTS ARE SUPPORTED IN FINDING 
AND DEVELOPING SOEP'S 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 •3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 14 1.50 .59 53.8 39.4 4.8 0.0 1.2 0.8 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 18 1.39@ .53 61.7 35.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 18 1.66 .71 48.1 38.0 13.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Grad 8 1.31 .47 69.0 31.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 10 1.32 .48 65.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 
Consulting 18 1.44 .51 52.9 41.2 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 39 1.75@ .44 25.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 5 1.31 .48 61.1 27.8 0.0 0.0 5.6 5.6 
Overall 
Response 
8 1.84 
B—Frequency of Use 
.84 36.2 34.8 15.2 3.3 8.1 2.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
★Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 
Significance=.02 
F=2.53 
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TABLE 41 
PROGRAM COMPLETERS/GRADUATES ARE SUCCESSFUL 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency 
1 2 
of Responses 
3 4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A—: Importance (NS) 
Overall 15 1.50 .63 53.4 34.7 5.6 0.4 5.2 0.8 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 26 1.60 .62 50.0 42.4 6.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Student 8 1.43 .72 58.2 17.7 7.6 1.3 13.9 1.3 
Ag Grad 28 1.59 .57 44.8 51.7 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 24 1.45 .60 60.0 35.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 24 1.40 .63 58.8 23.5 5.9 0.0 11.8 0.0 
Admin 13 1.50 .51 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 19 1.56 .62 50.0 44.4 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
22 2.11 
B— 
.75 
Frequency of 
16.2 44.3 19. 
Use 
.5 2 :. 9 14 1.3 2 !. 9 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
(NS)=No Significant Differences in Table 
Degrees of Freedom=248 F=1.51 
Significance=.17 
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TABLE 42 
THERE IS AN ACTIVE, HIGH QUALITY PROGRAM AVAILABLE 
(STUDENT RECRUITMENT/ENROLLMENT) 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 • 3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 16 1.51 .66 56.6 32.7 8.0 0.4 1.2 1.2 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 7 1.30@ .56 71.7 25.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 15 1.61 .73 51.9 31.6 13.9 0.0 1.3 1.3 
Ag Grad 39 1.62 .78 55.2 27.6 17.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 21 1.47 .70 60.0 25.0 10.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 
Consulting 9 1.33 .62 64.7 17.6 5.9 0.0 5.9 5.9 
Admin 34 1.710 .46 28.6 71.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 15 1.44 .62 61.1 33.3 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
26 2.12 
B—Frequency of Use 
.94 27.1 34.8 21.0 8.6 7.6 1.0 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 F=4.05 
Significances 00 
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TABLE 43 
THERE IS A POSITIVE PROGRAM IMAGE COMMUNICATED 
TO THE COMMUNITY 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 ■3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 17 1.54 .66 53.0 39.0 4.4 1.6 0.8 1.2 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 11 1.34@ .48 63.3 33.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 
Ag Student 30 1.80@# .71 32.9 51.9 8.9 2.5 2.5 1.3 
Ag Grad 12 1.34# .55 69.0 27.6 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 13 1.35 .74 75.0 20.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 27 1.53 .80 58.8 35.3 0.0 5.9 0.0 0.0 
Admin 14 1.50 .58 53.6 42.9 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 33 1.61 .70 50.0 38.9 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
32 2.18 
B—Frequency of Use 
.92 23.8 36.7 23.3 8.6 5.2 2.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=247 F=4.53 
Significance=.00 
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TABLE 44 
PAY AND BENEFITS ARE ADEQUATE AND ACCEPTABLE 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses 
1 2 3 4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A 
—Importance 
Overall 18 1.56 .62 46.6 40.6 5.2 0.4 6.8 0.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 17 1.37@ .52 65.0 33.3 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Student 20 1.76@# .78 34.2 31.6 12.7 1.3 19.0 1.3 
Ag Grad 45 1.67 .48 31.0 62.1 0.0 0.0 6.9 0.0 
Parent 30 1.60 .60 45.0 50.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 6 1.29# .47 70.6 29.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 29 1.68 .48 32.1 67.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 10 1.39 .61 66.7 27.8 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 24 2.11 .93 21.9 28.6 18.1 6.2 23.8 1.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=249 
Significance=.00 
F=8.25 
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TABLE 45 
THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM IS RELEVANT TO THE REAL 
NEEDS OF AGRICULTURE IN THE COMMUNITY 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%) * Category 1 2 •3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 19 1.57 .75 55.8 33.9 7.2 2.8 0.4 0.0 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 20 1.42@ .62 65.0 28.3 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Student 52 2.00@ .89 30.4 48.1 12.7 8.9 0.0 0.0 
Ag Grad 13 1.340 .55 69.0 27.6 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 8 1.250 .55 80.0 15.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 3 1.190 .40 76.5 17.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.9 
Admin 10 1.47 .58 57.1 39.3 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 11 1.39 .61 66.7 27.8 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
15 2.05 
B—Frequency of Use 
.80 24.8 44.8 24.3 2.9 3.3 0.0 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=250 F=6.50 
Significance=.00 
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TABLE 46 
BEHAVIORAL EXPECTATIONS ARE SET REALISTICALLY AND 
ENFORCED 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of 
1 2 .3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Overall 20 
Response A- 
1.59 .68 
-Importance 
51.0 38.2 8.8 0.8 0.4 0.8 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 19 1.39@ .53 61.7 35.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 59 1.95@ .83 32.9 39.2 22.8 2.5 1.3 1.3 
Ag Grad 18 1.41 .57 62.1 34.5 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 7 1.20@ .41 80.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 7 1.290 .47 70.6 29.4 0.1 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 35 1.71 .54 32.1 64.3 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 34 1.61 .78 55.6 27.8 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
27 2.12 
B—Frequency of 
.91 24.3 39.5 
Use 
19.5 8.1 6.2 2.4 
★Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
★Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 
Significance=.00 
F=7.78 
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TABLE 47 
SHOP AND CLASSROOM TIME ARE WELL ORGANIZED 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Freguency of 
12 3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 21 1.59 .58 45.0 48.6 4.8 0.0 0.4 1.2 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 22 1.46 .50 51.7 43.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 
Ag Student 33 1.820 .62 29.1 59.5 11.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Grad 14 1.34@ .48 65.5 34.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 9 1.30@ .47 70.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 33 1.69 .60 35.3 52.9 5.9 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 25 1.64 .49 35.7 64.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 23 1.56 .70 55.6 33.3 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
28 2.13 
B—Freguency of 
.86 22.9 44.8 
Use 
21.0 7.1 2.9 1.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 F=5.89 
Significance=.00 
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TABLE 48 
PARENTS ARE KEPT INFORMED ABOUT THE PROGRAM 
AND THEIR CHILDREN 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses 
1 2 .3 4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A 
—Importance 
Overall 22 1.62 .66 45.8 44.2 6.0 1.2 2.0 0.8 
Ag Employ 1.65 .71 44.7 42.0 7.3 2.0 3.3 0.7 
Not Ag Emp 1.74 .62 33.7 51.5 8.9 0.0 5.0 1.0 
Ag Teacher 29 1.54 .54 46.7 50.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 31 1.79@ .74 36.7 43.0 13.9 1.3 5.1 0.0 
Ag Grad 30 1.52 .74 58.6 34.5 3.4 3.4 0.0 0.0 
Parent 14 1.350 .49 65.0 35.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 25 1.50 .52 47.1 47.1 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 17 1.56 .51 42.9 53.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 
Ag Related 46 1.78 .88 44.4 38.9 11.1 5.6 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 17 2.06 .90 26.2 44.3 13.8 9.0 5.7 1.0 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 
Significances 01 
F=2.77 
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TABLE 49 
FFA ACTIVITIES ARE MEMBER CENTERED AND MANAGED 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of 
12 3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A—: Importance (NS) 
Overall 23 1.62 . 67 46.2 41.4 8.0 0.8 2.4 1.2 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 36 1.63 .67 46.7 41.7 10.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 16 1.71 .77 43.0 34.2 13.9 1.3 5.1 2.5 
Ag Grad 38 1.25 .44 72.4 24.1 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 
Parent 32 1.75 .79 40.0 50.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 31 1.62 .50 35.3 58.8 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 23 1.64 .56 39.3 57.1 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 37 1.61 .61 44.4 50.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B— Frequency of Use 
Overall 13 1.97 .87 30.5 37.6 17.1 5.2 7.1 2.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
(NS)=No Significant Differences in Table 
Degrees of Freedom=249 F=.98 
Significance=.75 
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TABLE 50 
PEOPLE ARE MADE AWARE OF STUDENT SUCCESSES 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
—Importance 
Overall 23 1.62 .68 47.0 41.8 8.4 0.8 1.2 0.8 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 23 1.47 .63 58.3 31.7 6.7 0.0 0.0 3.3 
Ag Student 50 1.72 .76 41.8 41.8 10.1 2.5 3.8 0.0 
Ag Grad 31 1.52@ .63 55.2 37.9 6.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 37 1.70 .66 40.0 50.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 22 1.82@ .81 41.2 35.3 23.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 18 1.57 .50 42.9 57.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 39 1.67 .59 38.9 55.6 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 42 2.27 .93 21.0 35.7 25.7 10.0 5.7 1.9 
♦Response A: 1= =Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR= :No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 
Significance=.01 
F=3.01 
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TABLE 51 
ON-SITE VISITS/SUPERVISION BY VO-AG INSTRUCTOR ARE 
DONE FOUR TIMES YEARLY 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%) * Category 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 25 1.62 .70 47.0 39.8 8.4 1.2 2.8 0.8 
Ag Employ 1.52 . 69 54.7 32.0 6.7 1.3 4.0 1.3 
Not Ag Emp 1.77 .68 35.6 51.5 10.9 1.0 1.0 0.0 
Ag Teacher 30 1.56 . 68 53.3 35.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 17 1.62 .77 49.4 32.9 8.9 2.5 6.3 0.0 
Ag Grad 36 1.59 .82 58.6 27.6 10.3 3.4 0.0 0.0 
Parent 47 1.85@ .67 30.0 55.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 53 1.50@ .52 47.1 47.1 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 40 1.75 .44 25.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 28 1.56 .73 50.0 27.8 11.1 0.0 5.6 5.6 
Overall 
Response 
37 2.21 
B—Frequency of Use 
1.05 27.6 28.1 20.0 13.3 9.0 1.9 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 F=4.23 
Significance=.00 
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TABLE 52 
THE INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM IS ADJUSTED TO CHANGING 
EMPLOYMENT CONDITIONS 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses 
12-345 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A 
—Importance 
Overall 26 1.64 .75 48.2 37.8 8.8 2.4 2.8 0.0 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 6 1.30@ .46 70.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Student 26 2.12@# .86 21.5 45.6 17.7 7.6 7.6 0.0 
Ag Grad 40 1.62 .68 48.3 41.4 10.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 15 1.35# .67 75.0 15.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 25 1.44 .51 52.9 41.2 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 19 1.57 .63 50.0 42.9 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 20 1.50 .62 55.6 38.9 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 53 2.36 .80 10.0 44.3 24.8 8.1 12.9 0.0 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=250 
Significance=.00 
F=ll.12 
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TABLE 53 
THERE IS A WELL PLANNED, YEAR ROUND RECRUITMENT 
PROGRAM IN PLACE AND OPERATING CONSTANTLY 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 •3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 27 1.65 .78 48.6 34.7 9.6 2.8 2.8 1.6 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 14 1.36@ .55 66.7 28.3 3.3 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 35 1.84 .89 38.0 32.9 13.9 5.1 6.3 3.8 
Ag Grad 61 2.10@ .94 27.6 44.8 17.2 10.3 0.0 0.0 
Parent 38 1.70 .66 40.0 50.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 4 1.20 .41 70.6 17.6 0.0 0.0 11.8 0.0 
Admin 26 1.64 .62 42.9 50.0 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 16 1.44 .70 66.7 22.2 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
57 2.41 
B—Frequency of Use 
.94 18.1 29.0 32.9 11.4 7.1 1.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=249 F=2.45 
Significance=.01 
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TABLE 54 
LESSON PLANS ARE DEVELOPED AND UTILIZED 
FOR ALL INSTRUCTION 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Freguency of 
1 2 ,3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 28 1.65 .69 42.6 41.0 8.0 1.2 7.2 0.0 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 32 1.56 .60 46.7 43.3 5.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 
Ag Student 27 1.77@ .79 40.5 34.2 16.5 1.3 7.6 0.0 
Ag Grad 32 1.52@ .74 58.6 34.5 3.4 3.4 0.0 0.0 
Parent 33 1.63 .68 45.0 40.0 10.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 
Consulting 37 1.75 .62 23.5 41.2 5.9 0.0 29.4 0.0 
Admin 27 1.64 .49 35.7 64.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 40 1.67 .82 38.9 38.9 0.0 5.6 16.7 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
19 2.06 
B—Freguency of 
.79 21.4 44.3 
Use 
19.5 3.8 9.5 1.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 
Significance=.02 
F=2.55 
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TABLE 55 
THE PROGRAM IS SEEN AS AN INTEGRAL PART OF 
DISTRICT EDUCATIONAL OFFERINGS 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency 
1 2 
of 
•3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 29 1.66 .67 42.6 43.4 9.6 0.4 1.6 2.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 34 1.60 .60 46.7 45.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 
Ag Student 39 1.88@ .80 34.2 35.4 20.3 1.3 3.8 5.1 
Ag Grad 37 1.59 .57 44.8 51.7 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 26 1.55 .60 50.0 45.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 20 1.44@ .63 58.8 29.4 5.9 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 30 1.70 .55 35.7 60.7 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 24 1.56 .62 50.0 44.4 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
54 2.37 
B—Frequency of Use 
.98 19.0 32.4 24.8 13.8 7.6 2.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=244 F=2.48 
Significance=.02 
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TABLE 56 
SET PRIORITIES AND FOLLOW THROUGH 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 nr 
Response A—Importance 
Overall 30 1.67 .64 41.8 48.2 8.4 0.4 0.8 0.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 43 1.68 .60 38.3 55.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Student 14 1.59 .67 49.4 41.8 6.3 1.3 1.3 0.0 
Ag Grad 25 1.48@# .69 62.1 27.6 10.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 44 1.84 .50 20.0 70.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 
Consulting 53 2.00@ .73 23.5 47.1 23.5 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 21 1.61 .50 39.3 60.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 54 1.89# .76 33.3 44.4 22.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B— Frequency of Use 
Overall 39 2.22 .68 10.0 52.9 24.3 2.9 8.1 1.9 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=249 F=2.36 
Significance=.03 
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TABLE 57 
THE VOCATIONAL AGRICULTURE FACILITIES 
ARE NEAT AND ATTRACTIVE 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency 
1 2 
of 
•3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 31 1.67 .66 42.6 47.4 9.2 0.4 0.0 0.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 27 1.50@ .60 55.0 40.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Student 34 1.82 .81 41.8 35.4 21.5 1.3 0.0 0.0 
Ag Grad 55 1.90@# .49 17.2 75.9 6.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 27 1.55 .60 50.0 45.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 28 1.59 .51 41.2 58.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 24 1.63 .49 35.7 60.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 
Ag Related 21 1.50# .51 50.0 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 26 2.12 .94 27.1 34.8 21.0 8.6 7.6 1.0 
♦Response A: 1= =Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR= :No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=249 F=2.42 
Significance=.03 
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TABLE 58 
REASONABLE, CLEARLY DEFINED GOALS ARE DEFINED FOR THE 
STUDENTS AND PROGRAM 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 . 3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 32 1.68 .62 37.5 49.0 7.6 0.0 5.6 0.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 35 1.61 .56 40.0 51.7 3.3 0.0 5.0 0.0 
Ag Student 31 1.81@ .73 35.4 41.8 17.7 0.0 5.1 0.0 
Ag Grad 26 1.480 .57 55.2 41.4 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 28 1.55 .51 45.0 55.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 40 1.77 .60 23.5 47.1 5.9 0.0 23.5 0.0 
Admin 41 1.78 .42 21.4 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 
Ag Related 30 1.60 .63 38.9 38.9 5.6 0.0 16.7 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
43 2.28 
B—Frequency of Use 
.91 18.6 35.7 24.8 9.0 11.4 0.5 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
©Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=249 F=3.14 
Significances 01 
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.TABLE 59 
EVALUATION INCLUDES SOEP AND FFA ACTIVITIES 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category l 2 3 4 5 ’ 
Response A—Importance 
Overall 33 1.69 .69 41.0 42.2 10.0 0.8 4.4 1.6 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 42 1.67 .71 45.0 40.0 13.3 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 20 1.70 .80 43.0 32.9 11.4 2.5 8.9 1.3 
Ag Grad 9 1.31@# .47 69.0 31.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 45 1.84 .69 30.0 50.0 15.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 
Consulting 42 1.81@ .54 23.5 64.7 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 
Admin 56 1.960 .53 14.3 67.9 10.7 0.0 3.6 3.6 
Ag Related 29 1.56 .63 44.4 38.9 5.6 0.0 11.1 0.0 
Response B— Frequency of Use 
Overall 12 1.93 .87 31.4 37.6 14.8 5.2 9.5 1.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=246 F=2.59 
Significance=.02 
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TABLE 60 
STUDENTS ARE USED TO IDENTIFY POTENTIAL STUDENTS AND 
EXPLAIN PROGRAM BENEFITS 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of 
1 2 - 3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 34 1.69 .79 46.2 33.5 12.4 2.4 4.8 0.8 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 15 1.36@ .58 66.7 30.0 0.0 1.7 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 63 1.82 .92 44.3 20.3 22.8 2.5 8.9 1.3 
Ag Grad 54 1.88 .86 34.5 34.5 17.2 3.4 10.3 0.0 
Parent 54 1.95 1.05 45.0 25.0 20.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 32 1.67 .62 35.3 47.1 5.9 0.0 11.8 0.0 
Admin 50 1.890 .50 17.9 75.0 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 17 1.44 .62 61.1 33.3 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 25 2.12 1.00 28.1 27.6 20.0 9.0 13.8 1.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=249 
Significance=.00 
F=4.52 
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TABLE 61 
MEMBERSHIP IS WELL BALANCED AND REPRESENTS THE TOTAL 
AGRICULTURE AND AGRIBUSINESS COMMUNITY 
(CONSULTING COMMITTEE) 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency.of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 35 1.70 .75 41.0 36.7 11.2 1.6 4.8 4.8 
Ag Employ 1.64 .75 48.7 35.3 10.0 2.0 2.7 1.3 
Not Ag Emp 1.82 .74 29.7 38.6 12.9 1.0 7.9 9.9 
Ag Teacher 33 1.57 . 68 51.7 35.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 
Ag Student 40 1.89@# .88 32.9 30.4 16.5 3.8 12.7 3.8 
Ag Grad 22 1.46@ .71 58.6 20.7 10.3 0.0 6.9 3.4 
Parent 56 2.00# .69 20.0 50.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 
Consulting 22 1.47 .51 52.9 47.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 45 1.83 .64 21.4 60.7 0.0 3.6 0.0 14.3 
Ag Related 25 1.56 .70 55.6 33.3 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 33 2.19 1.05 26.7 23.8 19.0 11.4 15.7 3.3 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=238 
Significance=.00 
F=4.27 
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TABLE 62 
INDIVIDUAL GOALS AND OBJECTIVES ARE SET BY STUDENTS 
AND MET REGULARLY 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses 
12-345 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A—Importance (NS) 
Overall 36 1.71 . 65 38.2 53.0 6.8 1.2 0.0 0.8 
Ag Employ 1.78 .69 34.7 53.3 8.7 2.0 0.0 1.3 
Not Ag Emp 1.60 .57 43.6 52.5 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Teacher 45 1.64 .61 41.7 50.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 21 1.80 .78 38.0 46.8 10.1 3.8 0.0 1.3 
Ag Grad 46 1.55 .63 51.7 41.4 6.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 39 1.70 .57 35.0 60.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 34 1.82 .53 23.5 70.6 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 32 1.75 .44 25.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 44 1.61 .61 44.4 50.0 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 35 2.20 .75 14.3 50.0 23.8 4.3 5.7 1.9 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
(NS)=No Significant Differences in Table 
Degrees of Freedom=248 F=.788 
Significance=.58 
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TABLE 63 
POLICIES, RULES, AND/OR REGULATIONS FOR THE MAINTENANCE 
OF THE FACILITIES ARE CLEARLY IDENTIFIED 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 nr 
Response A—Importance 
Overall 37 1.71 .66 37.5 51.8 6.4 1.6 2.0 0.8 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 39 1.64 .52 36.7 60.0 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 41 1.90 .81 31.6 48.1 11.4 5.1 3.8 0.0 
Ag Grad 41 1.62 .62 44.8 48.3 6.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 19 1.42@ .61 60.0 30.0 5.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 
Consulting 43 1.81@ .54 23.5 64.7 5.9 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 31 1.70 .54 32.1 60.7 3.6 0.0 0.0 3.6 
Ag Related 26 1.56 .62 50.0 44.4 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B— Frequency of Use 
Overall 34 2.20 .99 25.7 35.2 20.0 11.9 6.2 1.0 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 F=2.32 
Significance=.03 
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TABLE 64 
A GOOD, ACTIVE ADVISORY COUNCIL IS USED THAT HAS THE 
OPPORTUNITY TO MAKE REAL DECISIONS 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of 
1 2 .3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A—Importance (NS) 
Overall 38 1.71 .73 40.2 42.2 11.2 1.6 2.4 2.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 46 1.78 .70 36.7 46.7 15.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 25 1.73 .75 39.2 43.0 8.9 2.5 6.3 0.0 
Ag Grad 47 1.86 .80 34.5 44.8 13.8 3.4 0.0 3.4 
Parent 40 1.79 .79 40.0 35.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 
Consulting 36 1.50 .52 47.1 47.1 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 37 1.68 .75 39.3 42.9 3.6 3.6 0.0 10.7 
Ag Related 45 1.56 .78 61.1 22.2 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 41 2.26 .95 20.0 35.2 21.0 11.0 11.0 1.9 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
(NS)=No Significant Differences in Table 
Degrees of Freedom=244 F=.672 
Significance=.67 
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TABLE 65 
FFA AND SOEP ARE USED TO MEASURE STUDENT GROWTH 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of 
12 3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 39 1.73 .68 36.3 49.8 7.6 1.6 2.8 2.0 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 52 1.80 . 66 33.3 51.7 13.3 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 22 1.72 .80 41.8 43.0 5.1 5.1 3.8 1.3 
Ag Grad 20 1.450# .51 55.2 44.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 41 1.78 .81 40.0 30.0 20.0 0.0 10.0 0.0 
Consulting 51 1.93@ .59 17.6 58.8 11.8 0.0 11.8 0.0 
Admin 46 1.84# .47 17.9 67.9 3.6 0.0 0.0 10.7 
Ag Related 41 1.67 .48 33.3 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
14 2.01 
B—Frequency of 
.82 25.2 41.9 
: Use 
17.6 4.3 8.1 2.9 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=245 
Significances 04 
F=2.30 
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TABLE 66 
FFA PROJECTS AND ACTIVITIES CONTRIBUTE 
TO THE COMMUNITY 
Respondent RankMean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 .3 4 5 nr 
Response A—Importance 
Overall 40 1.74 . 68 38.6 46.6 12.7 0.0 0.0 2.0 
Ag Employ 1.63 . 68 48.0 39.3 11.3 0.0 0.0 1.3 
Not Ag Emp 1.90 .63 24.8 57.4 14.9 0.0 0.0 3.0 
Ag Teacher 38 1.63@ .67 46.7 41.7 10.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 36 1.85 .76 36.7 40.5 21.5 0.0 0.0 1.3 
Ag Grad 21 1.45# .51 55.2 44.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 48 1.85 .49 20.0 75.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 29 1.59 .62 47.1 47.1 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 62 2.08@# .57 10.7 60.7 17.9 0.0 0.0 10.7 
Ag Related 35 1.61 .70 50.0 38.9 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B— Frequency of Use 
Overall 16 2.06 .89 29.0 35.2 23.8 5.2 3.8 2.9 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=245 F=3.04 
Significance=.00 
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TABLE 67 
PROGRAM GOALS AND EXPECTATIONS ARE COMMUNICATED TO ALL 
CONCERNED PARTIES 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* Category 1 2 • 3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 41 1.74 .70 35.5 47.0 7.6 2.0 7.2 0.8 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 37 1.62 .59 40.0 48.3 5.0 0.0 5.0 1.7 
Ag Student 45 1.94@ .92 32.9 34.2 15.2 6.3 11.4 0.0 
Ag Grad 34 1.550 .57 48.3 48.3 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 34 1.65 .59 40.0 55.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 41 1.79 .43 17.6 64.7 0.0 0.0 17.6 0.0 
Admin 42 1.78 .51 25.0 67.9 3.6 0.0 0.0 3.6 
Ag Related 31 1.60 .63 38.9 38.9 5.6 0.0 16.7 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
48 2.30 
B—Frequency of Use 
.90 16.7 35.7 24.8 9.0 12.9 1.0 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 F=3.19 
Significance=.00 
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TABLE 68 
COMMUNITY RESOURCES (STUDENTS, PARENTS, FFA ALUMNI 
RESOURCE PEOPLE) ARE USED 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of 
1 2 -3 
Responses 
4 5 
(*)* 
NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 42 1.76 .64 33.9 54.2 10.0 0.4 1.2 0.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 44 1.70 .62 38.3 51.7 8.3 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 38 1.87 .69 29.1 54.4 13.9 1.3 1.3 0.0 
Ag Grad 10 1.31@ .54 72.4 24.1 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 60 2.05@ .69 20.0 55.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 38 1.75 .58 29.4 58.8 5.9 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 48 1.86 .36 14.3 85.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 50 1.82 .64 27.8 55.6 11.1 0.0 5.6 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 38 2.22 .76 14.8 46.7 27.1 3.8 7.1 0.5 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=249 
Significance=.00 
F=3.69 
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TABLE 69 
STUDENTS ARE EVALUATED FREQUENTLY 
Respondent Rank MeanSD Frequency of Responses (IT* 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 HR 
Response A—Importance 
Overall 43 1.78 .76 38.6 44.2 12.0 2.4 2.4 0.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 28 1.50@ .60 55.0 40.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Student 49 1.99 .93 32.9 36.7 16.5 7.6 6.3 0.0 
Ag Grad 49 1.76 .79 44.8 34.5 20.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 29 1.55 . 60 50.0 45.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 52 1.94@ .57 17.6 64.7 11.8 0.0 0.0 5.9 
Admin 44 1.79 .50 25.0 71.4 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 59 1.94 .75 27.8 44.4 22.2 0.0 5.6 0.0 
Response B— Frequency of Use 
Overall 31 2.18 .95 23.3 38.6 17.1 11.0 9.5 0.5 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=249 F=4.34 
Significance=.00 
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TABLE 70 
ANNUAL AND LONG RANGE PROGRAM GOALS ARE REVISED 
AND EVALUATED ANNUALLY 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* Category 1 2 • 3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 44 1.78 .66 31.9 48.6 10.8 0.4 8.0 0.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 48 1.74 .72 38.3 45.0 10.0 1.7 5.0 0.0 
Ag Student 33 1.94@ .72 25.3 43.0 20.3 0.0 11.4 0.0 
Ag Grad 35 1.57# .50 41.4 55.2 0.0 0.0 3.4 0.0 
Parent 31 1.600 .68 50.0 40.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 50 1.93# .48 11.8 64.7 5.9 0.0 17.6 0.0 
Admin 43 1.78 .51 25.0 67.9 3.6 0.0 0.0 3.6 
Ag Related 38 1.64 .63 33.3 38.9 5.6 0.0 22.2 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
50 2.34 
B—Frequency of Use 
.91 15.2 33.3 23.8 9.5 17.6 0.5 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=249 F=3.12 
Significance=.00 
272 
TABLE 71 
THE COMMUNITY IS INFORMED OF PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 
THROUGH ALL AVAILABLE MEDIA SOURCES 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 •3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 45 1.79 .73 36.7 46.2 12.7 1.6 2.4 0.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 24 1.48@ .54 53.3 43.3 1.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 57 2.10# .83 22.8 44.3 21.5 5.1 6.3 0.0 
Ag Grad 33 1.52# .74 62.1 24.1 13.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 57 2.00@ .65 20.0 60.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 44 1.81 .66 29.4 52.9 11.8 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 51 1.89 .50 17.9 75.0 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 27 1.56# .70 55.6 33.3 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
59 2.43 
B—Frequency of Use 
.89 13.3 37.1 30.5 11.4 6.7 1.0 
★Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
★Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
0Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 F=4.56 
Significance=.00 
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TABLE 72 
FFA ACTIVITIES COMPLEMENT AND RELATE TO THE CURRICULUM 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 46 1.80 .77 38.2 42.6 13.1 2.4 2.8 0.4 
Ag Employ 1.93 .84 34.0 40.0 19.3 4.0 2.7 0.0 
Not Ag Emp 1.57 .58 44.6 46.5 4.0 0.0 3.0 2.0 
Ag Teacher 60 2.020 .86 30.0 41.7 21.7 5.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 24 1.73 .77 41.8 35.4 13.9 1.3 6.3 1.3 
Ag Grad 29 1.500# .58 51.7 41.4 3.4 0.0 3.4 0.0 
Parent 49 1.85 .81 35.0 50.0 10.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 56 2.06# .85 23.5 47.1 17.6 5.9 5.9 0.0 
Admin 20 1.57 .50 42.9 57.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 47 1.78 .73 38.9 44.4 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
21 2.08 
B—Frequency of Use 
.92 29.0 29.0 26.2 5.2 9.0 1.4 
★Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
★Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=246 F=3.68 
Significance=.01 
SD between 
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TABLE 73 
THE CURRICULUM IS UPDATED TO REFLECT CURRENT 
COMMUNITY NEEDS EVERY YEAR 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 .3 4 5 NR 
Response A—Importance 
Overall 47 1.80 .78 39.8 39.4 17.1 1.6 1.6 0.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 47 1.73 .76 43.3 41.7 13.3 1.7 0.0 0.0 
Ag Student 44 1.92@# .71 27.8 46.8 20.3 0.0 5.1 0.0 
Ag Grad 58 1.97 .91 37.9 31.0 27.6 3.4 0.0 0.0 
Parent 25 1.50@ .61 55.0 40.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 53 1.44# .63 58.8 29.4 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 
Admin 57 1.96 .84 32.1 42.9 21.4 3.6 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 42 1.67 .97 61.1 16.7 16.7 5.6 0.0 0.0 
Response B— Frequency of Use 
Overall 55 2.38 .87 11.9 39.0 23.8 10.0 14.8 0.5 
★Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
★Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=249 F=2.59 
Significance=.02 
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TABLE 74 
TEACHER EVALUATION IS CONTINUOUS WITH CONSTANT 
FEEDBACK TO THE TEACHER 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* Category 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 48 1.82 .80 38.2 36.7 17.9 1.6 3.6 2.0 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 51 1.80 .74 38.3 40.0 18.3 0.0 0.0 3.3 
Ag Student 59 2.11 .91 26.6 30.4 26.6 5.1 11.4 0.0 
Ag Grad 50 1.79 .77 41.4 37.9 20.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 22 1.47 .51 50.0 45.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 
Consulting 48 1.880 .86 41.2 29.4 29.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 15 1.52 .51 46.4 50.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.6 
Ag Related 22 1.53@ .72 55.6 27.8 11.1 0.0 0.0 5.6 
Overall 
Response 
56 2.40 
B—Frequency of Use 
.90 12.4 33.8 23.8 10.0 18.6 1.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=245 F=6.61 
Significance=.00 
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TABLE 75 
THE PROGRAM, TEACHERS, AND STUDENTS ARE HIGHLY 
VISIBLE IN THE COMMUNITY 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category i 2 3 4 5 nr 
Response A—Importance 
Overall 49 1.85 .73 33.5 44.6 17.1 0.8 2.8 1.2 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 41 1.66@ . 60 40.0 51.7 6.7 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 54 2.03# .80 27.8 32.9 30.4 0.0 6.3 2.5 
Ag Grad 43 1.66# .86 55.2 27.6 13.8 3.4 0.0 0.0 
Parent 55 1.95 .60 20.0 65.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 39 1.75 .68 35.3 47.1 11.8 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 61 2.040 .51 10.7 75.0 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 43 1.71 .92 50.0 27.8 11.1 5.6 5.6 0.0 
Response B— Frequency of Use 
Overall 49 2.33 .90 16.7 36.2 28.1 9.0 7.6 2.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=247 F=2.91 
Significance=.01 
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TABLE 76 
PARENTS ARE INVOLVED IN PROGRAM ACTIVITIES AND HAVE 
FREQUENT INTERACTION WITH INSTRUCTIONAL STAFF 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of 
1 2 3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A—: Importance (NS) 
Overall 50 1.85 .80 36.7 41.4 17.1 2. 4 1.2 1.2 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 56 1.80 .74 38.3 41.7 18.3 0. 0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 37 2.00 .93 36.7 25.3 29.1 3. 8 3.8 1.3 
Ag Grad 51 1.76 .99 51.7 31.0 6.9 10. 3 0.0 0.0 
Parent 46 1.75 .64 35.0 55.0 10.0 0. 0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 47 1.71 .69 41.2 47.1 11.8 0. 0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 47 1.85 .46 17.9 75.0 3.6 0. 0 0.0 3.6 
Ag Related 51 1.78 .65 33.3 55.6 11.1 0. 0 0.0 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
47 2.30 
B— 
. 97 
Frequency of Use 
22.9 30.0 29.0 11. 0 5.7 1.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
(NS)=No Significant Differences in Table 
Degrees of Freedom=247 F=1.41 
Significance=.21 
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TABLE 77 
THERE IS A PLANNED, YEAR ROUND PUBLICITY 
PROGRAM BEING USED CONSTANTLY 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
Response A—Importance 
Overall 51 1.88 .73 30.7 48.2 17.1 1.2 1.6 1.2 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 31 1.56@ .65 51.7 38.3 8.3 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 51 1.99@ .77 26.6 46.8 20.3 2.5 2.5 1.3 
Ag Grad 60 2.03 .86 31.0 37.9 27.6 3.4 0.0 0.0 
Parent 64 2.170# .71 15.0 45.0 30.0 0.0 5.0 5.0 
Consulting 59 2.12 .72 17.6 47.1 29.4 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 52 1.89 .42 14.3 82.1 3.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 48 1.78# .65 33.3 55.6 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B— Frequency of Use 
Overall 64 2.58 .91 11.4 29.0 34.8 14.3 8.6 1.9 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=247 F=5.63 
Significance=.00 
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TABLE 78 
ALL STUDENTS ARE REQUIRED TO PARTICIPATE 
NOT JUST BELONG (FFA) 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of 
12 3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 52 1.89 .86 37.1 41.8 14.7 5.6 0.8 0.0 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 59 1.95 .85 35.0 38.3 23.3 3.3 0.0 0.0 
Ag Student 42 1.90 .92 40.5 34.2 17.7 6.3 1.3 0.0 
Ag Grad 52 1.86@ 1 .21 55.2 20.7 0.0 20.7 3.4 0.0 
Parent 51 1.90 .64 25.0 60.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 46 1.82 .53 23.5 70.6 5.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Admin 49 1.86 .80 35.7 46.4 14.3 3.6 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 49 1.78@ .55 27.8 66.7 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 45 2.30 .95 21.0 29.5 27.6 9.5 10.5 1.9 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=249 
Significance=.00 
F=4.51 
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TABLE 79 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE IS ACTIVE WITH SPECIFIC AND 
MEANINGFUL AGENDA ITEMS 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 '3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 53 1.90 .76 30.7 40.6 18.7 1.2 4.4 4.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 59 1.76@ .78 43.3 33.3 20.0 0.0 0.0 3.3 
Ag Student 42 1.99 .81 29.1 30.4 27.8 0.0 11.4 1.3 
Ag Grad 52 1.46# .51 48.3 41.4 0.0 0.0 6.9 3.4 
Parent 51 2.11@ .83 20.0 45.0 20.0 5.0 0.0 10.0 
Consulting 46 2.19# .66 5.9 70.6 11.8 5.9 0.0 5.9 
Admin 49 2.08@ .72 14.3 53.6 14.3 3.6 0.0 14.3 
Ag Related 49 1.89 . 68 27.8 55.6 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
45 2.30 
B—Frequency of Use 
.95 21.0 29.5 27.6 9.5 10.5 1.9 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=239 F=2.68 
Significance=.01 
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TABLE 80 
STUDENTS ARE EVALUATED BASED UPON JOINTLY DEVELOPED 
AND IDENTIFIED EXPECTATIONS AND COMPETENCIES 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%) * Category 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 54 1.91 .70 24.3 52.2 12.0 2.0 9.2 0.0 
Ag Employ 1.99 .67 18.0 54.0 13.3 2.0 12.0 0.7 
Not Ag Emp 1.79 .71 33.7 49.5 9.9 2.0 5.0 0.0 
Ag Teacher 54 1.81 .55 25.0 63.3 6.7 0.0 5.0 0.0 
Ag Student 60 2.12@ .81 17.7 44.3 17.7 5.1 15.2 0.0 
Ag Grad 53 1.86 .64 27.6 58.6 13.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 42 1.80 .70 35.0 50.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 58 2.08# .52 5.9 52.9 11.8 0.0 23.5 5.9 
Admin 28 1.640# .68 42.9 53.6 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 57 1.93 .73 22.2 38.9 16.7 0.0 22.2 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
52 2.35 
B—Frequency of Use 
.92 14.3 36.7 20.0 11.4 17.1 0.5 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=249 
Significance=.00 
F=5.61 
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TABLE 81 
TEACHERS REMAIN TEACHING IN THE SAME PROGRAM FOR 
SEVERAL YEARS 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of 
1 2 '3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)♦ 
NR 
Response A—: Importance (NS) 
Overall 55 1.91 .82 34.7 41.0 19.5 3. 2 1.2 0.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 57 1.36 .55 66.7 28.3 3.3 0. 0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 43 1.84 .89 38.0 32.9 13.9 5. 1 6.3 3.8 
Ag Grad 56 2.10 .94 27.6 44.8 17.2 10. 3 0.0 0.0 
Parent 52 1.70 .66 40.0 50.0 10.0 0. 0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 49 1.20 .41 70.6 17.6 0.0 0. 0 11.8 0.0 
Admin 53 1.64 .62 42.9 50.0 7.1 0. 0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 56 1.44 .70 66.7 22.2 11.1 0. 0 0.0 0.0 
Response B— Frequency of Use 
Overall 9 1.88 .82 33.8 36.7 18.1 2. 4 8.1 1.0 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
(NS)=No Significant Differences in Table 
Degrees of Freedom=249 F=1.22 
Significance=.30 
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TABLE 82 
COMMUNITY RESOURCES ARE WIDELY UTILIZED 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
—Importance 
Overall 56 1.92 .74 29.5 49.4 17.9 1.6 0.8 0.8 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 53 1.80@ .74 36.7 46.7 13.3 1.7 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 56 2.07 .74 21.5 48.1 25.3 1.3 2.5 1.3 
Ag Grad 44 1.660 .55 37.9 58.6 3.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 65 2.20@ .77 15.0 55.0 25.0 5.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 54 2.00 1.06 47.1 11.8 35.3 5.9 0.0 0.0 
Admin 58 1.96 .43 10.7 82.1 7.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 36 1.610 .78 55.6 27.8 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 58 2.43 .84 12.4 33.8 33.8 8.1 10.0 1.9 
♦Response A: 1= =Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR= :No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
@Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 
Significance=.01 
F=2.87 
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TABLE 83 
ACTIVE MEETINGS ARE HELD ON A REGULAR BASIS 
(ADULT/YOUNG FARMER EDUCATION) 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 •3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 57 1.92 .81 29.5 34.3 18.3 2.0 13.9 2.0 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 36 2.10@ .86 20.0 36.7 18.3 5.0 15.0 5.0 
Ag Student 29 1.79# .81 39.2 31.6 17.7 1.3 10.1 0.0 
Ag Grad 42 1.650 .88 51.7 13.8 24.1 0.0 10.3 0.0 
Parent 58 2.00 .63 15.0 50.0 15.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 
Consulting 63 2.20@# .79 11.8 23.5 23.5 0.0 35.3 5.9 
Admin 59 2.00 .57 14.3 64.3 14.3 0.0 7.1 0.0 
Ag Related 52 1.86 1.03 38.9 16.7 16.7 5.6 16.7 5.6 
Overall 
Response 
51 2.34 
B—Frequency of Use 
1.07 21.9 23.8 20.0 14.8 18.1 1.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 
Significance=.00 
\ 
F=6.78 
285 
TABLE 84 
TEACHERS HAVE INPUT INTO THE EVALUATION PROCESS 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 nr 
Response A—Importance 
Overall 58 1.93 .78 29.9 41.8 19.1 2.0 5.2 2.0 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 55 1.81 .68 33.3 50.0 15.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 48 1.97 .82 27.8 32.9 22.8 1.3 13.9 1.3 
Ag Grad 62 2.11@ .83 24.1 41.4 27.6 3.4 3.4 0.0 
Parent 50 1.90 .81 35.0 35.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 
Consulting 64 2.29 1 . 10 29.4 29.4 23.5 17.6 0.0 0.0 
Admin 22 1.61§# .50 35.7 57.1 0.0 0.0 3.6 3.6 
Ag Related 62 2.00# .71 22.2 50.0 22.2 0.0 0.0' 5.6 
Response B— Frequency of Use 
Overall 36 2.20 .99 20.5 26.2 17.1 9.0 25.7 1.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=245 
Significance=.01 
F=2.83 
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TABLE 85 
THE CURRICULUM IS BASED ON INDUSTRY 
VALIDATED COMPETENCIES 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%) * 
Category 1 2 '3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 59 1.95 .79 27.1 36.3 20.7 1.2 13.1 1.6 
Ag Employ 2.10 .81 22.0 32.7 28.0 1.3 13.3 2.7 
Not Ag Emp 1.74 .70 34.7 41.6 9.9 1.0 12.9 0.0 
Ag Teacher 50 1.79@# .72 36.7 41.7 16.7 0.0 5.0 0.0 
Ag Student 65 2.24@ .80 15.2 32.9 29.1 2.5 20.3 0.0 
Ag Grad 64 2.21# .78 13.8 41.4 24.1 3.4 6.9 10.3 
Parent 36 1.69# .70 35.0 35.0 10.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 
Consulting 35 1.720# .79 29.4 23.5 11.8 0.0 29.4 5.9 
Admin 36 1.71# .71 42.9 42.9 14.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 53 1.87 .83 33.3 27.8 22.2 0.0 16.7 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
62 2.50 
B—Frequency of Use 
.87 8.6 27.1 26.2 9.0 28.6 0.5 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
§Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=246 F=4.41 
Significance=.00 
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TABLE 86 
PARENTS ARE INVOLVED IN SOEP ACTIVITIES 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses 
1 2 3 4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A 
—Importance 
Overall 60 1.98 .88 30.7 42.2 13.9 7.2 4.0 2.0 
Ag Employ 1.83 .90 40.7 36.7 11.3 6.7 4.0 0.7 
Not Ag Emp 2.19 .82 15.8 50.5 17.8 7.9 4.0 4.0 
Ag Teacher 40 1.64@ .71 46.7 41.7 8.3 1.7 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 66 2.24 1.08 29.1 29.1 19.0 16.5 6.3 0.0 
Ag Grad 48 1.74@ .76 41.4 34.5 17.2 0.0 6.9 0.0 
Parent 66 2.300 .80 10.0 60.0 20.0 10.0 0.0 0.0 
Consulting 57 2.07 .92 23.5 35.3 17.6 5.9 17.6 0.0 
Admin 54 1.92 .41 10.7 71.4 3.6 0.0 0.0 14.3 
Ag Related 61 1.940 .80 27.8 55.6 11.1 5.6 0.0 0.0 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 61 2.49 .94 12.9 33.3 25.7 14.8 11.9 1.4 
★Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
★Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=245 
Significance=.00 
F=4.37 
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TABLE 87 
ON-SITE VISITATIONS/HOME VISITATIONS ARE A NECESSITY 
(ADULT/YOUNG FARMER EDUCATION) 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses 
1 2 3 4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A 
—Importance 
Overall 61 2.02 .93 29.9 30.7 18.7 6.4 12.4 2.0 
Ag Employ 2.15 .99 26.0 24.7 22.0 8.0 16.7 2.7 
Not Ag Emp 1.85 .83 35.6 39.6 13.9 4.0 5.9 1.0 
Ag Teacher 62 2.08@ 1.03 30.0 21.7 20.0 8.3 15.0 5.0 
Ag Student 58 2.10 .95 29.1 27.8 25.3 6.3 11.4 0.0 
Ag Grad 65 2.28 1.16 37.9 13.8 31.0 17.2 0.0 0.0 
Parent 43 1.82 .53 20.0 60.0 5.0 0.0 15.0 0.0 
Consulting 30 1.600 .70 29.4 23.5 5.9 0.0 35.3 5.9 
Admin 38 1.74 .66 35.7 50.0 10.7 0.0 3.6 0.0 
Ag Related 58 1.93@ .83 22.2 44.4 5.6 5.6 16.7 5.6 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
Overall 63 2.52 1.09 15.7 28.1 14.8 21.0 19.0 1.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=247 F=4.86 
Significance=.00 
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TABLE 88 
ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETINGS ARE REGULAR 
(AT LEAST FOUR TIMES PER YEAR) 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of 
12 -3 
Responses 
4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response a—: Importance (NS) 
Overall 62 2.03 .81 25.1 38.6 22.3 2.8 6.8 4.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 61 2.16 .90 26.7 31.7 31.7 5.0 1.7 3.3 
Ag Student 55 2.02 .83 26.6 26.6 27.8 0.0 17.7 1.3 
Ag Grad 59 1.81 .69 27.6 55.2 3.4 3.4 6.9 3.4 
Parent 59 2.11 .76 20.0 40.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 10.0 
Consulting 55 1.81 .54 23.5 64.7 5.9 0.0 0.0 5.9 
Admin 60 2.08 .72 14.3 53.6 14.3 3.6 0.0 14.3 
Ag Related 63 2.06 1.00 33.3 38.9 16.7 11.1 0.0 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
29 2.15 
B— 
1.04 
Frequency of Use 
25.7 21.9 18.1 9. 5 21. 4 3.3 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
(NS)=No Significant Differences in Table 
Degrees of Freedom=239 F=1.88 
Significance=.08 
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TABLE 89 
ALL PEOPLE AND GROUPS THAT ARE ASSOCIATED WITH THE 
PROGRAM ARE INVOLVED IN PROGRAM PLANNING 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 63 2.06 .83 25.1 41.4 22.3 4.0 6.4 0.8 
Ag Employ 2.13 .88 24.0 35.3 25.3 5.3 9.3 0.7 
Not Ag Emp 1.95 .74 26.7 50.5 17.8 2.0 2.0 1.0 
Ag Teacher 58 1.91@ .84 36.7 28.3 28.3 0.0 5.0 1.7 
Ag Student 63 2.17 .89 21.5 45.6 20.3 8.9 3.8 0.0 
Ag Grad 57 1.93@ .78 31.0 37.9 24.1 0.0 6.9 0.0 
Parent 61 2.06 .72 15.0 60.0 10.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 
Consulting 61 2.15 .99 23.5 23.5 23.5 5.9 23.5 0.0 
Admin 55 1.930 .66 21.4 67.9 7.1 3.6 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 65 2.400 .74 11.1 27.8 44.4 0.0 16.7 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
60 2.48 
B—Frequency of Use 
.89 12.4 30.0 32.9 10.5 13.3 1.0 
★Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
★Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=248 F=2.53 
Significance=.02 
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TABLE 90 
STUDENT INPUT AND/OR PERFORMANCE IS CONSIDERED WHEN 
EVALUATING TEACHERS 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 3 • 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
—Importance 
Overall 64 2.06 .90 31.5 29.9 30.3 3.6 2.8 2.0 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 66 2.27@ .98 28.3 23.3 38.3 8.3 0.0 1.7 
Ag Student 52 1.99#$ .89 34.2 31.6 25.3 3.8 3.8 1.3 
Ag Grad 17 1.39@#$.63 65.5 24.1 6.9 0.0 3.4 0.0 
Parent 53 1.95@ #$.78 30.0 40.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 
Consulting 65 2.47# .74 11.8 23.5 52.9 0.0 11.8 0.0 
Admin 66 2.46$ .71 7.1 39.3 42.9 3.6 3.6 3.6 
Ag Related 60 1.94#$ .83 33.3 33.3 27.8 0.0 0.0 5.6 
Overall 
Response B—Frequency of Use 
65 2.26 1.02 11.0 21.4 23.3 20.0 22.9 1.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=0ften Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
#Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
$Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=245 
Significance=.00 
F=4.46 
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TABLE 91 
ADULT/YOUNG FARMER PROGRAMS ARE LOCALLY PLANNED BY 
CURRENT AND PROSPECTIVE STUDENTS 
Respondent 
Category 
Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses 
1 2 *3 4 5 
(%)* 
NR 
Response A—: Importance (NS) 
Overall 65 2.15 .84 18.3 35.9 20.7 4.8 17.9 2.4 
Ag Employ NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Not Ag Emp NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS 
Ag Teacher 65 2.23 .88 16.7 35.0 21.7 6.7 16.7 3.3 
Ag Student 62 2.30 .84 12.7 36.7 22.8 6.3 20.3 1.3 
Ag Grad 63 1.31 .47 69.0 31.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Parent 63 1.32 .48 65.0 30.0 0.0 0.0 5.0 0.0 
Consulting 60 1.44 .51 52.9 41.2 0.0 0.0 5.9 0.0 
Admin 65 1.75 .44 25.0 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 64 1.31 .48 61.1 27.8 0.0 0.0 5.6 5.6 
Overall 
Response 
66 2.70 
B— 
.89 
Frequency of Use 
4.8 26.2 22.9 15.2 28.6 2.4 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don't Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
(NS)=No Significant Differences in Table 
Degrees of Freedom=247 F=1.02 
Significance=.82 
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TABLE 92 
THE CURRICULUM IS BASED UPON A STATE CORE CURRICULUM 
Respondent Rank Mean SD Frequency of Responses (%)* 
Category 1 2 3 4 5 NR 
Response A- 
-Importance 
Overall 66 2.20 .88 20.7 33.1 26.3 5.6 13.1 1.2 
Ag Employ 2.32 .86 16.0 31.3 31.3 6.0 14.7 0.7 
Not Ag Emp 2.01 .88 27.7 35.6 18.8 5.0 10.9 2.0 
Ag Teacher 64 2.140 .85 25.0 35.0 31.7 3.3 5.0 0.0 
Ag Student 64 2.20@ .91 19.0 26.6 24.1 5.1 22.8 2.5 
Ag Grad 66 2.4 2 @ .86 10.3 41.4 27.6 10.3 10.3 0.0 
Parent 35 1.67@ .84 45.0 35.0 5.0 5.0 10.0 0.0 
Consulting 66 2.54@ 1 .05 11.8 29.4 17.6 17.6 17.6 5.9 
Admin 64 2.110 .74 21.4 46.4 32.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Ag Related 66 2.50@ .86 11.1 22.2 38.9 5.6 22.2 0.0 
Overall 
Response 
46 2.30 
B—Frequency of Use 
.87 14.3 28.1 25.2 5.2 26.2 1.0 
♦Response A: l=Very Important, 2=Important, 3=Somewhat 
Important, 4=Not Important, 5=No Opinion, andNR=No 
Response. 
♦Response B: l=Always Used, 2=Often Used, 3=Sometimes 
Used, 4=Infrequently Used, 5=Don/t Know, and NR=No 
Response. 
^Signifies statistical difference in mean and SD between 
respondent groups. 
Degrees of Freedom=247 F=3.51 
Significance=.00 
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